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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 60, 72, and 75
[OAR-2002-0056; FRL—7628-8]
RIN 2060-AJ65

Supplemental Notice for the Proposed
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants; and, in the
Alternative, Proposed Standards of
Performance for New and Existing
Stationary Sources: Electric Utility
Steam Generating Units

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Supplemental notice of
proposed rulemaking (SNPR).

SUMMARY: Today’s action is a SNPR to

a notice of proposed rulemaking (NPR)
published on January 30, 2004. The NPR
proposed to: set national emission
standards for hazardous air pollutants
(NESHAP) pursuant to section 112 of
the Clean Air Act (CAA); alternatively,
to revise the regulatory finding EPA
made by notice dated December 20,
2000 pursuant to CAA section
112(n)(1)(A); and if the December 2000
finding is revised as proposed, to set
standards of performance, under CAA
section 111, for mercury (Hg) for new
and existing coal-fired electric utility
steam generating units (Utility Units), as
defined in CAA section 112(a)(8), and
for nickel (Ni) for new and existing oil-
fired Utility Units. Thus, regardless of
whether it would base its action on

section 111 or 112, EPA intends to
require reductions in the emissions of
Hg and Ni from coal- and oil-fired
utility units, respectively.

Today’s SNPR includes proposed rule
language for the action proposed in the
NPR published on January 30, 2004,
proposed state plan approvability
criteria, and a proposed model cap-and-
trade rule. EPA is also proposing to
revise regulations to establish
methodologies to measure mercury (Hg)
emissions from new and existing coal-
fired electric utility steam generating
units. Today’s SNPR and the associated
NPR are part of a broader effort to issue
a coordinated set of emissions
limitations for the power sector.

DATES: Comments. Submit comments on
or before April 30, 2004.

Public Hearing. The EPA will hold a
public hearing. The details of the public
hearing, including the time, date, and
location, will be provided in a future
Federal Register notice and announced
on EPA’s Web site for this rulemaking
http://www.epa.gov/interstateairquality.

ADDRESSES: Comments. Comments may
be submitted by mail (in duplicate, if
possible) to EPA Docket Center (Air
Docket), U.S. EPA West (6102T), Room
B-108, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW.,
Washington, DC 20460, Attention
Docket ID No. OAR-2002-0056. By
hand delivery/courier, comments may
be submitted (in duplicate, if possible)
to EPA Docket Center, Room B-108,
U.S. EPA West, 1301 Constitution Ave.,
NW., Washington, DC 20460, Attention
Docket ID No. OAR-2002-0056. Also,

comments may be submitted
electronically according to the detailed
instructions as provided in the
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION section.

Docket. The official public docket is
available for public viewing at the EPA
Docket Center, EPA West, Room B-108,
1301 Constitution Ave., NW.,
Washington, DC 20460.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
general information on today’s SNPR
and specific information on today’s
action under CAA section 112, contact
William Maxwell, Combustion Group
(mail stop C439-01), Emission
Standards Division, Office of Air
Quality Planning and Standards, U.S.
EPA, Research Triangle Park, NC 27711,
telephone number (919) 541-5430, fax
number (919) 541-5450, electronic mail
(e-mail) address, maxwell.bill@epa.gov.
For information on section 111 Hg
Model Trading Rule contact Mary Jo
Krolewski, U.S. EPA, 1200 Pennsylvania
Ave (MC 6204]), Washington, DC 20460,
telephone number (202) 343-9847, fax
number (202) 343—-2358, electronic mail
(e-mail) address,
krolewski.maryjo@epa.gov. For
information on the part 75 Hg
monitoring requirements contact Ruben
Deza, U.S. EPA, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave
(MC 6204]), Washington, DC 20460,
telephone number (202) 343-3956, fax
number (202) 343—-2358, electronic mail
(e-mail) address, deza.ruben@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Regulated
Entities. Categories and entities
potentially regulated by this action
include the following:

Category

NAICS
codel

Examples of potentially regulated entities

INAUSETY oo

Federal government

State/local/tribal government .............ccceeviieenne

221112
222112

222112

921150
Country.

Fossil fuel-fired electric utility steam generating units.

Fossil fuel-fired electric utility steam generating units owned by
the Federal government.

Fossil fuel-fired electric utility steam generating units owned by
municipalities.

Fossil fuel-fired electric utility steam generating units in Indian

1North American Industry Classification System.
2Federal, State, or local government-owned and operated establishments are classified according to the activity in which they are engaged.

This table is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
regulated by this action. This table lists
examples of the types of entities EPA is
now aware could potentially be
regulated by this action. Other types of
entities not listed could also be affected.
To determine whether your facility,
company, business, organization, etc., is
regulated by this action, you should
examine the applicability criteria in
§63.9981 of the proposed rule or
§§60.45a and 60.46a of the proposed

NSPS amendments. If you have any
questions regarding the applicability of
this action to a particular entity, consult
the person listed in the preceding FOR
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section.

Docket. The EPA has established an
official public docket for this action
including both Docket ID No. OAR~-
2002-0056 and Docket ID No. A-92—55.
The official public docket consists of the
documents specifically referenced in
this action, any public comments
received, and other information related
to this action. Not all items are listed

under both docket numbers, so
interested parties should inspect both
docket numbers to ensure that they are
aware of all materials relevant to the
proposed rule. The official public
docket is available for public viewing at
the EPA Docket Center (Air Docket),
EPA West, Room B-108, 1301
Constitution Ave., NW., Washington,
DC. The EPA Docket Center Public
Reading Room is open from 8:30 a.m. to
4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,
excluding legal holidays. The telephone
number for the Reading Room is (202)
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566—1744, and the telephone number for
the Air Docket is (202) 566—-1742. A
reasonable fee may be charged for
copying docket materials.

Electronic Access. You may access
this Federal Register document
electronically through the Internet
under the “Federal Register” listings at
http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/.

An electronic version of the public
docket is available through EPA’s
electronic public docket and comment
system, EPA Dockets. You may use EPA
Dockets at http://www.epa.gov/edocket/
to submit or view public comments,
access the index listing of the contents
of the official public docket, and access
those documents in the public docket
that are available electronically. Once in
the system, select “search,” then key in
the appropriate docket identification
number.

Certain types of information will not
be placed in EPA Dockets. Information
claimed as confidential business
information (CBI) and other information
whose disclosure is restricted by statute,
which is not included in the official
public docket, will not be available for
public viewing in EPA’s electronic
public docket. The EPA’s policy is that
copyrighted material will not be placed
in EPA’s electronic public docket but
will be available only in printed paper
form in the official public docket. To the
extent feasible, publicly available
docket materials will be made available
in EPA’s electronic public docket. When
a document is selected from the index
list in EPA Dockets, the system will
identify whether the document is
available for viewing in EPA’s electronic
public docket. Although not all docket
materials may be available
electronically, you may still access any
of the publicly available docket
materials through the EPA Docket
Center.

For public commenters, it is
important to note that EPA’s policy is
that public comments, whether
submitted electronically or on paper,
will be made available for public
viewing in EPA’s electronic public
docket as EPA receives them and
without change, unless the comment
contains copyrighted material, CBI, or
other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. When EPA
identifies a comment containing
copyrighted material, EPA will provide
a reference to that material in the
version of the comment that is placed in
EPA’s electronic public docket. The
entire printed comment, including the
copyrighted material, will be available
in the public docket.

Public comments submitted on
computer disks that are mailed or

delivered to the docket will be
transferred to EPA’s electronic public
docket. Public comments that are
mailed or delivered to the Docket will
be scanned and placed in EPA’s
electronic public docket. Where
practical, physical objects will be
photographed, and the photograph will
be placed in EPA’s electronic public
docket along with a brief description
written by the docket staff.

For additional information about
EPA’s electronic public docket, visit
EPA Dockets online or see 67 FR 38102
(May 31, 2002).

You may submit comments
electronically, by mail, or through hand
delivery/courier. To ensure proper
receipt by EPA, identify the appropriate
docket identification number in the
subject line on the first page of your
comment. Please ensure that your
comments are submitted within the
specified comment period. Comments
received after the close of the comment
period will be marked ““late.”” The EPA
is not required to consider these late
comments. However, late comments
may be considered if time permits.

Electronically. If you submit an
electronic comment as prescribed
below, EPA recommends that you
include your name, mailing address,
and an e-mail address or other contact
information in the body of your
comment. Also include this contact
information on the outside of any disk
or CD—ROM you submit, and in any
cover letter accompanying the disk or
CD-ROM. This ensures that you can be
identified as the submitter of the
comment and allows EPA to contact you
in case EPA cannot read your comment
due to technical difficulties or needs
further information on the substance of
your comment. The EPA’s policy is that
EPA will not edit your comment, and
any identifying or contact information
provided in the body of a comment will
be included as part of the comment that
is placed in the official public docket
and made available in EPA’s electronic
public docket. If EPA cannot read your
comment due to technical difficulties
and cannot contact you for clarification,
EPA may not be able to consider your
comment.

Your use of EPA’s electronic public
docket to submit comments to EPA
electronically is EPA’s preferred method
for receiving comments. Go directly to
EPA Dockets at http://www.epa.gov/
edocket and follow the online
instructions for submitting comments.
To access EPA’s electronic public
docket from the EPA Internet home
page, select “Information Sources,”
“Dockets,” and “EPA Dockets.” Once in
the system, select ““search,” and then

key in Docket ID No. OAR-2002-0056.
The system is an anonymous access
system, which means EPA will not
know your identity, e-mail address, or
other contact information unless you
provide it in the body of your comment.

Comments may be sent by e-mail to a-
and-r-docket@epa.gov, Attention Docket
ID No. OAR-2002-0056. In contrast to
EPA’s electronic public docket, EPA’s e-
mail system is not an anonymous access
system. If you send an e-mail comment
directly to the Docket without going
through EPA’s electronic public docket,
EPA’s e-mail system automatically
captures your e-mail address. E-mail
addresses that are automatically
captured by EPA’s e-mail system are
included as part of the comment that is
placed in the official public docket and
made available in EPA’s electronic
public docket.

You may submit comments on a disk
or CD-ROM that you mail to the mailing
address identified below. These
electronic submissions will be accepted
in WordPerfect or ASCII file format.
Avoid the use of special characters and
any form of encryption.

By Mail. Send your comments (in
duplicate if possible) to EPA Docket
Center (Air Docket), U.S. EPA West
(6102T), Room B-108, 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington,
DC, 20460, Attention Docket ID No.
OAR-2002-0056. The EPA requests a
separate copy also be sent to the contact
person listed above (see FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT).

By Hand Delivery or Courier. Deliver
your comments (in duplicate, if
possible) to EPA Docket Center, Room
B-102, U.S. EPA West, 1301
Constitution Ave., NW., Washington,
DC, 20460, Attention Docket ID No.
OAR-2002-0056. Such deliveries are
only accepted during the Docket’s
normal hours of operation as identified
above.

By Facsimile. Fax your comments to
(202) 566—1741, Attention Docket ID No.
OAR-2002-0056.

CBI. Do not submit information that
you consider to be CBI electronically
through EPA’s electronic public docket
or by e-mail. Send or deliver
information identified as CBI only to the
following address: Mr. William
Maxwell, c/o OAQPS Document Control
Officer (Room C404-2), U.S. EPA,
Research Triangle Park, 27711,
Attention Docket ID No. OAR-2002—
0056. You may claim information that
you submit to EPA as CBI by marking
any part or all of that information as CBI
(if you submit CBI on disk or CD-ROM,
mark the outside of the disk or CD-ROM
as CBI and then identify electronically
within the disk or CD-ROM the specific
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information that is CBI). Information so
marked will not be disclosed except in
accordance with procedures set forth in
40 CFR part 2.

In addition to one complete version of
the comment that includes any
information claimed as CBI, a copy of
the comment that does not contain the
information claimed as CBI must be
submitted for inclusion in the public
docket and EPA’s electronic public
docket. If you submit the copy that does
not contain CBI on disk or CD-ROM,
mark the outside of the disk or CD-ROM
clearly that it does not contain CBI.
Information not marked as CBI will be
included in the public docket and EPA’s
electronic public docket without prior
notice. If you have any questions about
CBI or the procedures for claiming CBI,
please consult the person identified in
the FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT
section.

Public Hearing. Persons interested in
presenting oral testimony should
contact Ms. Kelly Hayes, Combustion
Group (C439-01), Emission Standards
Division, Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards, U.S. EPA, Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711,
telephone (919) 541-5578, at least 2
days in advance of the public hearing.
If no requests to present oral testimony
are received by this date, EPA will
cancel the hearing and announce the
cancellation on the Web site for this
rulemaking, http://www.epa.gov/
interstateairquality.

The public hearing will provide
interested parties the opportunity to
present data, views, or arguments
concerning the proposed rule. If a
public hearing is requested and held,
EPA will ask clarifying questions during
the oral presentation but will not
respond to the presentations or
comments. Written statements and
supporting information will be
considered with the same weight as any
oral statement and supporting
information presented at a public
hearing.

Outline. The information presented in
this preamble is organized as follows:

I. Background

A. Summary of January 30, 2004 NPR

B. Overview of today’s action
II. Standards of Performance Requirements

A. Introduction

B. Performance Standard Approvability

Criteria
C. Best Demonstrated Technology—
Activated Carbon Injection

1. Mercury Control Technologies

a. Sorbent Injection Technologies

b. Enhanced Conventional Technologies

¢. Multi-Pollutant Capture Technologies

d. Novel Approaches to Mercury Control

2. Longer-Term Field Tests

3. Initial Mercury Demonstration Projects

4. The Timing of Technology Development
and Commercialization
D. Compliance Date for Nickel Controls
[I. Emission Guidelines and Compliance
Times for Coal-Fired Electric Utility
Steam Generating Units
A. Program Summary
B. Hg Budget Trading Program
1. General Provisions
a. Overview and Purpose
b. Definitions, Measurements,
Abbreviations and Acronyms
. Applicability
. Monitoring
i. Responsible Party
. Retired Unit Exemption
. Standard Requirements
Computation of Time
Hg Authorized Account Representative
(AAR)
Permits
General Requirements
Hg Budget Permit Application Deadlines
Hg Budget Trading Program Permit
Application
Hg Budget Permit Issuance
Hg Budget Permit Revisions
Compliance Certification
Hg Allowance Allocations
State Trading Program Budget
Timing Requirements
Options for Hg Allowance Allocation
Methodology Recommendation
Safety Valve Provision
Hg Allowance Tracking System
Compliance Accounts
Compliance
General Accounts
Banking
Allowance Transfers
10. Emissions Monitoring and Reporting
11. Program Audits
12. Administration of Program
C. Approvability of Trading Rule within a
State Plan
1. Necessary Common Components of the
trading Rule
2. Revisions to Regulations
D. Co-Proposal of Cap- and Trade Program
under CAA Section 112
IV. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
Appendix A to the Preamble—Proposed
Changes to Parts 72 and 75
Appendix B to the Preamble—Unit
Allocations

NP O QO

ooew

OTR GO A
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I. Background

A. Summary of January 30, 2004 NPR

In a notice of proposed rulemaking
(NPR) published on January 30, 2004
(69 FR 4651), EPA proposed: (1) Set
national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP)
pursuant to section 112 of the Clean Air
Act (CAA); (2) alternatively, to revise
the regulatory finding that it made on
December 20, 2000 (65 FR 79825)
pursuant to CAA section 112(n)(1)(A)
(December 2000 Finding); and (3) if the
December 2000 finding is revised as
proposed, to set standards of
performance pursuant to CAA section
111 for both mercury (Hg) for new and
existing coal-fired electric utility steam

generating units (Utility Units), as
defined in CAA section 112(a)(8); and
nickel (Ni) for new and existing oil-fired
Utility Units. Thus, regardless of
whether it would base its actions on
section 111 or 112, EPA intends to
require reductions in the emissions of
Hg and Ni from coal- and oil-fired
utility units, respectively. The January
30, 2004 NPR, and today’s SNPR, are
part of a broader effort to issue a
coordinated set of emissions limitations
for the power sector.

The December 2000 Finding consisted
of a finding, pursuant to CAA section
112(n)(1)(A), that regulation of coal- and
oil-fired Utility Units under CAA
section 112 is appropriate and
necessary. The section 112 “MACT”
rule proposed in the January 30, 2004
NPR would require coal- and oil-fired
Utility Units to meet hazardous air
pollutant (HAP) emissions standards
reflecting the application of the
maximum achievable control
technology (MACT) determined
pursuant to the procedures set forth in
CAA section 112(d). In the January 30,
2004 NPR, EPA also co-proposed and
solicited comment on implementing a
cap-and-trade program under section
112, similar to that proposed under
section 111 of the CAA.

The proposed NPR CAA section 112
MACT rule would limit emissions of Hg
from coal-fired EGUs and Ni from oil-
fired EGUs. Exposure to Hg or Ni above
identified thresholds has been
demonstrated to cause a variety of
adverse health effects. The NPR also
proposed an alternative to regulate Hg
from coal-fired EGUs and Ni from oil-
fired EGUs under Section 111.

In the January 30, 2004 NPR, EPA also
proposed, in the alternative, standards
of performance under CAA section 111
to establish a mechanism by which Hg
emissions from new and existing coal-
fired Utility Units would be capped at
specified, nation-wide levels. A first
phase cap would become effective in
2010 and a second phase cap would
become effective in 2018. Facilities
would demonstrate compliance with the
standard by holding one “allowance”
for each ounce of Hg emitted in any
given year. Allowances would be
readily transferrable among all regulated
facilities. EPA believes that such a “cap
and trade” approach to limiting Hg
emissions is the most cost effective way
to achieve the reductions in Hg
emissions from the power sector that are
needed to protect human health and the
environment.

The added benefit of this cap-and-
trade approach is that it dovetails well
with the sulfur dioxide (SO5) and
nitrogen oxides (NOx) Interstate Air
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Quality Rule (IAQR) that was also
proposed through a notice January 30,
2004 (69 FR 4565). That proposed rule
would establish a broadly-applicable
cap and trade program that would
significantly limit SO, and NOx
emissions from the power sector. The
advantage of regulating Hg at the same
time and using the same regulatory
mechanism as for SOz and NOx is that
significant Hg emissions reductions can
and will be achieved by the air
pollution controls designed and
installed to reduce SOz and NOx. In
other words, significant Hg emissions
reductions can be obtained as a “co-
benefit” of controlling emissions of SO>
and NOx. Thus, the coordinated
regulation of Hg, SO», and NOx allows
Hg reductions to be achieved in a cost
effective manner. This is consistent with
Congress’ intent expressed in CAA
section 112(n), that EPA would regulate
HAP emissions from Utility Units only
after taking into account compliance
with other CAA programs.

B. Overview of Today’s Action

Today’s action is a SNPR augmenting
EPA’s January 30, 2004 NPR. This SNPR
includes proposed rule language for the
action proposed in the NPR and
proposed state plan approvability
criteria. This SNPR also includes a
model cap-and-trade rule, including the
proposed CFR rule language for the
basic elements of the proposed Hg
Budget Trading Program. The rule
language is located at the end of the
preamble.

In today’s SNPR, EPA is proposing
that each state impose control
requirements that demonstrate it will
meet its statewide Hg emissions budget,
proposed in the NPR. States may join
the trading program by adopting or
referencing the model trade rule in State
regulations or adopting regulations that
mirror the necessary components of the
model trading rule. Today’s SNPR
identifies the necessary common
components of state rule rules and
identifies EPA and state responsibilities
for administering a Hg trading program.
Today’s notice also discusses the
program elements of the model trading
program, including applicability,
allowance allocations, banking,
compliance, and enforcement.

EPA is also proposing to revise Parts
72 and 75 to establish methodologies to
measure mercury (Hg) emissions from
new and existing coal-fired electric
utility steam generating units. In today’s
proposed rule, EPA would add subpart
I to Part 75. Subpart I would provide
mercury monitoring requirements that
could be adopted by State agencies (or,
if necessary, by EPA) as part of any

regulatory requirements included in the
final rules. Proposed Subpart I sets forth
general procedures for measuring total
vapor phase mercury mass emissions
from fossil fuel-fired electric generating
units, using continuous emission
monitoring systems or sorbent trap
monitoring systems. In addition to
adding Subpart I to Part 75, today’s
proposed rule would revise the
regulatory language at several places in
Parts 72 and 75 to include specific
mercury monitoring definitions and
provisions.

I1. Standard of Performance
Requirements

A. Introduction

The January 30, 2004 NPR explained
that under the section 111 co-proposal
each State would be required to submit
a state plan demonstrating “that each
State will meet the assigned statewide
mercury emission budget.” Each state
plan should include fully-adopted State
rules for the mercury reduction strategy
with compliance dates providing for
controls by 2010 and 2018.

The purpose of this section is to
identify criteria for determining
approvability of a State submittal in
response to the performance standard
requirements. In addition, this section
describes the actions the Agency
intends to take if a State fails to submit
a satisfactory plan.

B. Performance Standard Approvability
Criteria

As discussed in the NPR, Section
111(a) and (d)(1) authorizes EPA to
promulgate a ‘“‘standard of performance’
that States must apply to existing
sources through a State plan. As also
discussed in the NPR, EPA is
interpreting the term “‘standard of
performance”, as applied to existing
sources, to include a cap-and-trade
program.

The State budgets are not an
independently enforceable requirement.
Rather, each State must impose control
requirements that the State
demonstrates will limit state-wide
emissions from affected new and
existing sources to the amount of the
budget. EPA believes that the best way
to assure this emission limitation is for
the State to assign to each affected
source—new and existing—an amount
of allowances that sum to the state
budget. Therefore, EPA proposes that all
regulatory requirements be in the form
of a maximum level of emissions—that
is, a cap—for the sources. Also,
consistent with the IAQR, EPA is
proposing that States may meet their
Statewide emission budget by allowing

’

their sources to participate in a national
cap-and-trade program. That is, a State
may authorize its affected sources to
buy and sell allowances out of state, so
that any difference between the State’s
budget and the total amount of
statewide emissions will be offset in
another State (or States).

EPA notes that the January 30, 2004
NPR stated that States not participating
in the trading program would be
required to make the individual source
allocations specified in the NPR (as
noted above) as the basis for the
Statewide budget. In today’s
supplemental notice, EPA is proposing
that each State must submit a
demonstration that it will meet its
assigned Statewide emission budget, but
that regardless of whether the State
participates in a trading program, the
State may allocate its allowances by its
own methodology rather than following
the method used by EPA to derive the
state emissions budgets. This alternative
approach is consistent with the
approach in the IAQR (see 69 FR 4565).

Moreover, States remain authorized to
require emissions reductions beyond
those required by the State budget, and
nothing in today’s SNPR or the
associated NPR would preclude the
States from requiring such stricter
controls.

In addition, EPA proposes today that
sources would be required to comply
with the 40 CFR part 75 requirements
proposed today. EPA believes that
compliance with these requirements are
necessary to demonstrate compliance
with a mass emissions limit.

If a State fails to submit a State plan
as proposed to be required in the
January 30, 2004 NPR and today’s
SNPR, EPA would prescribe a Federal
plan for that State, under CAA section
111(d)(2)(A). EPA proposes today’s
model rule as that Federal plan. By the
same token, as discussed below, EPA
proposes today’s model rule (with some
changes) as the regulatory requirements
under section 112(n)(1)(A), as co-
proposed in the NPR as the basis for Hg
regulation.

C. Best Demonstrated Technology—
Activated Carbon Injection

Mercury-specific air pollution control
device development has made major
strides since the EPA announced its
Information Collection Request in 1998.
Currently, there are a broad range of
technologies under consideration,
consistent with the view that the EPA
believes a portfolio approach is required
to adequately and effectively implement
significant reductions in mercury
emissions from coal-fired power plants.
In selecting a Hg emissions control
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technology approach, there are temporal
relationships between research and
development projects, technology
demonstration projects, and commercial
deployment of new technologies, which
must be taken into consideration when
designing and proposing long-term
regulatory development programs
similar to the section 111 Trading
Program of this proposal.

1. Mercury Control Technologies

Ongoing Hg Research and
Development (R&D) programs recognize
that conventional air pollution control
technologies (e.g., scrubbers, SCRs and
fabric filters) remove about one-third of
the potential Hg emissions from today’s
coal-fired power plants. EPA’s Office of
Research and Development (ORD) has
published an excellent report that
describes these technologies and their
effectiveness in reducing Hg emissions.!
Additionally, they have recently
completed a memo which updates the
status of Hg control technologies
relative to coal-fired power plants.2
These existing criteria pollutant control
technologies are commercially deployed
today, but generally show inconsistent
levels of mercury control from plant to
plant. These R&D programs focus on
ways to make these existing
technologies more effective and more
consistent at controlling Hg emissions,
and on altogether new approaches for
Hg emissions control. The Department
of Energy (DOE) is committed to an
aggressive R&D program in support of
EPA’s commitment to significantly
reduce Hg emissions from coal-fired
power plants.3

There are two overarching goals for
the DOE R&D program: (1) to develop
control technologies capable of 50-70%
Hg capture for commercial
demonstration at bituminous coal-fired
power plants by 2005, and at lower rank
coal-fired power plants by 2007 and (2)
to develop lower cost control
technologies capable of 90% Hg capture
for commercial demonstration by 2010.
The DOE R&D program takes
technologies from a conceptual level
through bench scale and pilot scale
proof of concept. For the more
promising technologies, defined in
terms of performance and cost, full-scale
field tests are conducted to generate the

1 See Control of Mercury Emissions from Coal-
fired Electric Utility Boilers: Interim Report, EPA—
600/R—-01-109, April 2002.

2 See “Control of Mercury Emissions from Coal-
fired Electric Utility Boilers”, U.S. EPA, Office of
Research and Development memorandum, February
2004.

3 See Mercury Control Technologies, U.S.
Department of Energy memorandum, January 8,
2004.

information necessary for a multi-year
demonstration project. In addition to
funding for the Hg R&D program, DOE
is also provided funds by Congress to
conduct such full-scale technology
demonstrations under the Clean Coal
Power Initiative.

Several categories of technologies are
now under development and evaluation
at DOE and ORD, which EPA has
considered in proposing regulations for
Hg emissions from coal-fired power
plants. These include sorbent injection
technologies, technologies that enhance
the Hg capture of traditional pollutant
controls, such as SO5 “scrubbers” and
electrostatic precipitators (ESPs), multi-
pollutant control technologies, and
novel concepts.

a. Sorbent Injection Technologies.
DOE and ORD have supported sorbent
injection projects at the bench, pilot,
and commercial-scale. This type of
technology has the greatest promise for
taking Hg control beyond the
performance of conventional (non-Hg)
technologies in the near-term. During
short-term tests, these technologies have
achieved emissions reductions as high
as 90% of inlet Hg levels on bituminous
coals. Performance on subbituminous
coals has been as high as 65%
reduction. In addition, systems with
supplemental fabric filters have been
more effective than those with ESPs.
Although full scale sorbent injection
tests have focused on activated carbon
injection, DOE is also sponsoring pilot
scale research on lower cost sorbents.
DOE is now engaged in longer-term
studies of sorbent injection technologies
in order to gain the information needed
to conduct multi-year commercial
demonstrations of this technology.
Given the differences in the
effectiveness of this technology on coals
of different rank and chlorine content, it
is likely that several demonstration
projects will be necessary to establish
predictable cost and performance for
this type of Hg control.

b. Enhanced Conventional
Technologies. Air pollution systems
designed to capture emissions of sulfur
dioxide (SO2) and particulate matter
(PM) generally capture some Hg
emissions as well. DOE is investigating
methods to enhance the performance of
such systems on Hg emissions capture.
In general, these systems seek to
increase the oxidized fraction of Hg
present in the power plant’s flue gas,
and decrease the fraction of elemental
Hg, which is more difficult to capture.
DOE has had mixed results from
injecting chemicals to enhance the Hg
removal by wet scrubbers designed for
SO capture. URS Corporation is
working with DOE to develop catalytic

approaches to oxidizing elemental Hg in
flue gases. This program began in 2001
and will continue through 2004.

¢. Multi-Pollutant Capture
Technologies. Multi-pollutant
approaches have potential synergies
which could increase pollution
reduction and lower control costs. Work
with the Electro-catalytic oxidation
process under development by
Powerspan Corporation was initiated in
2001 and will continue through 2004.
Early pilot-scale results have been
encouraging, but the inlet Hg for these
tests was much lower in elemental Hg
than levels expected at many
commercial sites. Additional elemental
Hg is being added to the test system to
simulate removal at other sites.

Calcium-based sorbents and oxidizing
agents are being evaluated under a
cooperative agreement between DOE
and the Southern Research Institute.
These systems could remove both SO,
and Hg, and could be helpful
particularly with lower rank coals.

d. Novel Approaches to Mercury
Control. Tt has long been observed that
poorly tuned coal burners generate
higher levels of unburned carbon in coal
ash than properly tuned burners. This
unburned carbon, although undesirable
from an efficiency perspective, can
function like activated carbon injection
and adsorb Hg emissions. DOE has
patented a process to take advantage of
this phenomenon by extracting partially
combusted coal from the furnace, and
reinjecting it in the flue gas after the air
preheater. Pilot-scale tests have been
very promising.

DOE is also investigating the ability of
a specific wavelength of ultraviolet light
to oxidize elemental Hg to a form more
easily captured by conventional air
pollution control equipment.

2. Longer-Term Field Tests

In contrast to most of DOE’s short-
term Hg R&D projects, in September
2003, DOE initiated a series of eight
longer-term, large-scale field tests that
will investigate the potential for
improvements and more wide-spread
applicability of Hg control using one or
more of the approaches outlined above.
The actual testing varies by project, but
generally will begin in early 2004 and
last for several months. Technologies to
be evaluated include both sorbent-based
approaches, like activated carbon
injection, as well as oxidation-based
approaches intended to improve Hg
collection by more traditional air
pollution control technologies.
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3. Initial Mercury Demonstration
Projects

As discussed above, the DOE and
ORD R&D programs are complemented
by a demonstration program within the
Clean Coal Power Initiative. In January
2003, DOE announced the first awards
under this program,* including the
following two projects that would
demonstrate Hg emissions reduction
technologies:

Wisconsin Electric Power Company’s
Presque Isle plant will evaluate the
TOXECON process combined with
chemical additives as an integrated Hg,
particulate matter, SO, and NOx
emissions control system. In this
project, sorbents, including powdered
activated carbon for Hg control and
chemicals for NOx and SO control, will
be injected into flue gas for subsequent
reaction with pollutants and collection
in a pulse-jet baghouse that is installed
downstream of the existing particulate
control device. The TOXECON
configuration allows for separate
treatment or disposal of the ash
collected in the primary particulate
control device. The duration of the
project is estimated to be 5 years, and
its overall cost is $75 million.

The City of Colorado Springs is
teaming with Foster Wheeler to
demonstrate an advanced circulating
fluidized bed combustor, with
integrated pollution controls expected
to reduce Hg emissions by over 90
percent. This 6-year project carries a
total cost of just over $300 million.

These projects evidence the
commitment of project participants,
including DOE and ORD, to invest the
resources needed to bring promising Hg
control concepts to commercial
readiness. We believe the nature of the
Hg control challenge is so complex that
a number of additional demonstration
projects will be needed, but we are
confident that resources will be made
available to pursue those projects and
solutions will be developed that have
broad application.

4. The Timing of Technology
Development and Commercialization

The normal flow of development of
new technologies is R&D at the bench
scale and pilot scale (typically 2 to 4
years), followed by large scale testing
(typically one year under a range of
operating conditions and technology
configurations at a facility), followed by
one or more cycles of full-scale
demonstrations (typically 6 years each).

In implementing the Clean Coal
Technology Program, DOE has gained

4 See http://www.fe.doe.gov/news/techlines/03/
tl_ccpi_2003sel.html.

extensive experience with the process of
demonstrating emerging air pollution
control technologies. Based on SO2 and
NOx retrofit technology demonstrations,
the typical project required a little over
6 years from selection of the project to
reports on its technical performance.
This time period excluded the
administrative time needed to solicit
and evaluate proposals. In addition, the
actual project duration was truncated
for one-half of these projects to exclude
unusually lengthy reporting periods
following completion of the technology
testing period.

Although pursuit is continuing on
some Hg emissions control technologies
at the bench and pilot scale, much work
has already been completed at these
smaller scales. However, some
technologies, like sorbent injection,
have entered the large scale field testing
stage, and we have initiated a full-scale
demonstration project for sorbent
injection technology. It appears that
these technologies, with at least 50-70%
Hg emissions reduction, will be ready
for broader full-scale demonstration on
bituminous coal in 2005, and on
subbituminous coal and lignite in 2007.
If these demonstrations are successful,
commercial deployment could occur on
a large scale after 2010, or perhaps later.
Assuming two years to permit and
construct such commercial units, large
scale operation of the technology is
feasible by 2013 and 2015. It is
important to note that reliable and
predictable performance will be
achieved only if such demonstration
projects can be completed on a range of
coal types with a range of characteristics
(such as Hg, chlorine, and sulfur
content), and at plants with a range of
hardware (ESPs of varying relative sizes;
spray dryers on coals with low chlorine
content). Additional technologies,
perhaps much lower in costs, should
follow in 2—4 additional years.

Greater Hg emissions reduction
performance is an integral part of DOE’s
and ORD’s Hg emissions control
technology development programs. A
second wave of technologies operating
at 90% reduction should be ready for
full-scale demonstration by 2010,
leading to effective reductions after
2018. An important caveat to these time
projections is that they could be
extended if the same units being retrofit
for Hg emissions must
contemporaneously focus on installing
separate pollution control systems for
other pollutants. The significance of this
potential problem will vary with the
type of control technologies being
installed.

Substantial progress in Hg control
technology development has been

achieved through a partnership between
government (both ORD and DOE) and
industry. A broad portfolio of
technologies is beginning to emerge, and
EPA is confident these technologies will
most likely be able to provide 50 to 70%
reduction of Hg emissions in the period
after 2015, with up to 90% reduction of
Hg emissions on many applications after
2018. Thus, EPA is proposing a Phase II
cap of 15 tons in this supplemental
notice, which will take full advantage of
the emerging, demonstrated
technologies that are outlined above.
More details and actual demonstration
data are available in the docket related
to this rulemaking effort.

D. Compliance Date for Nickel Controls

In the January 30, 2004 NPR, EPA
proposed that the compliance date for
Ni controls under section 111(d)
correspond to the 2010 compliance date
for the Phase I Hg controls. EPA
concluded that the compliance dates for
the two sets of controls should be
synchronized. The oil-fired unit
population is limited (the number of
existing units is approximately 130) and
their primary use is in providing peak
shaving power during periods of high
electricity demand. Moreover, current
industry guidance indicates that the
viability of new oil-fired generation is
extremely limited due to the economic
and generation efficiencies afforded by
natural gas-fired simple- and combine-
cycle stationary combustion turbine
units.

III. Emission Guidelines and
Compliance Times for Coal-Fired
Electric Utility Steam Generating Units

In the January 30, 2004 NPR to reduce
national mercury emissions, EPA stated
that it would develop and administer a
national Hg trading program to assist
States in the achievement of these goals;
today’s notice proposes such a program.
This program employs a cap on total
emissions in order to ensure that
emissions reductions are achieved,
while providing the flexibility and cost
effectiveness of a market-based system.
This Section provides background
information and a description of the Hg
Budget Trading Program, as well as an
explanation of how the trading program
would interface with other State and
Federal programs. In addition, a model
rule for the trading program is proposed.
States can voluntarily choose to
participate in the Hg Budget Trading
Program, and they may do so by
adopting the model rule, which is a
fully approvable control strategy for
achieving emissions reductions required
under the mercury reduction
rulemaking. States may submit rules
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other than the model rule, but EPA will
need to review such rules. States who
do not adopt the model trading rule
cannot participate in the inter-state
trading program administered by EPA.

More specifically, States that choose
to participate in the Hg Budget Trading
Program must adopt all the provisions
of the model rule, except that they have
the flexibility with respect to the
requirements for allocating allowances
to their sources. The applicability of the
model trading rule is discussed more
fully below. EPA must review these
State rules through notice-and-comment
rulemaking, but this rulemaking will be
expedited for, at the least, those State
rules that mirror the model rule. If a
State does not choose to participate in
the Hg Budget Trading Program (that is,
it does not wish to allow its sources to
participate in inter-state trading, and it
may or may not wish allow its sources
to participate in intra-state trading),
then the State may submit rules other
than the model rule, and EPA will
evaluate these rules in the regular
course of notice-and-comment
rulemaking.

A. Program Summary

As discussed in the January 30, 2004
NPR, the trading program establishes,
for affected utility units, a first phase Hg
cap at a level that reflects the Hg
reductions expected as co-benefits
accompanying the SOz and NOx caps in
the IAQR in 2010 and 2015 and a Phase
IT cap of 15 tons starting in 2018. The
new trading program for Hg would
require sources to hold allowances
covering emissions beginning January 1,
2010. EPA is also proposing that the
owner or operator must hold allowances
for all the affected Utility Units at a
facility at least equal to the total Hg
emissions for those units during the
year. Compliance with the requirement
to hold allowances will thus be
determined on a facility-wide basis. In
the January 30, 2004 NPR, EPA
proposed a methodology for unit
allocations for existing units (see 69 FR
4651). New units will also be covered
under the Hg cap of the trading program
and will be required to hold allowances.

B. Hg Budget Trading Program
1. General Provisions

Today’s proposed Hg Budget Trading
Rule will be incorporated into the 40
CFR part 60 as a new subpart HHHH.
The new sections in subpart HHHH of
40 CFR part 60 are described below. The
provisions of 40 CFR part 60 subpart
HHHH will become effective and apply
to sources only if a State incorporates 40
CFR part 60 subpart HHHH by reference

into the State’s regulation or adopts
regulations that are in accordance with
40 CFR part 60 subpart HHHH.

a. Overview and Purpose. Section
60.4100 through 60.4106 of today’s
proposed Hg Budget Trading Rule
includes Sections describing: to whom
the Hg trading program would apply;
the standard requirements for
participants in the program (permitting,
Hg allowances, monitoring, excess
emissions, and liability provisions);
exemptions for retired units from the
program requirements; definitions,
measurements, and abbreviations; and
computation of deadlines stated within
the proposal.

b. Definitions, Measurements,
Abbreviations, and Acronyms. Many of
the definitions, measurements,
abbreviations, and acronyms are the
same as those used in 40 CFR part 60,
in order to maintain consistency among
programs. However, certain terms
specific to the Hg Budget Trading
Program, including Hg Budget unit (a
unit subject to the emissions limitation
under the Hg Budget Trading Program)
and several others are added. Key
definitions are discussed in relevant
Sections below describing the rule.

c. Applicability. The EPA proposes
that the Hg Budget Trading Rule be
applicable to coal-fired Utility Units.
The term “electric utility steam
generating unit” means any fossil fuel
fired combustion unit that serves a
generator of more than 25 MW that
produces electricity for sale. A unit that
cogenerates steam and serves a
generator that supplies more than one-
third of its potential electric output
capacity and more than 25 MW
electrical output to any utility power
distribution system for sale shall be
considered an Utility Unit.

i. Monitoring. In general, sources that
participate in a cap-and-trade program
must have the ability to accurately and
consistently account for their emissions.
Accuracy is an important design
parameter because it ensures that
emissions for all sources covered by the
trading program are within the cap. In
addition, because each Hg allowance
will have economic value, it is
important to ensure that emissions (and
thus allowances used) are accurately
quantified. Consistency is an important
feature because it ensures that accuracy
is maintained from source to source and
year to year. It also ensures that the
sources in the trading program are
treated equitably. Finally, consistency
facilitates administration of the program
for both the regulated community and
State and Federal agencies.

Consistent and accurate quantification
of emissions ensures the integrity of a

Hg reduction program. The continuous
emissions monitoring methods must
incorporate rigorous quality assurance
testing and substitute data provisions
for times when monitors are unavailable
because of planned and unplanned
outages. In addition, there must be
requirements for record keeping and
electronic reporting. Provisions like
these are contained in 40 CFR part 75,
and are used in both the Acid Rain and
NOx SIP Call programs, for SO, and
NOx, but not currently for Hg.

As discussed further below, EPA is
proposing revisions to 40 CFR part 75 to
establish requirements for mercury
emission monitoring, quality assurance,
substitute data, record keeping, and
reporting and to include a requirement
for States to require year-round part 75
monitoring and reporting for all sources.
EPA believes that emissions will then be
consistently and accurately monitored
and reported from unit to unit and from
State to State.

ii. Responsible Party. Another critical
element of a trading program is to be
able to identify a responsible party for
each regulated source. The responsible
party for a source covered by the trading
program would be required to
demonstrate compliance with the
provisions of the Hg Budget Trading
Program. In general, the coal-fired
electric Utility Units included in the
proposed trading program have readily
identifiable owners and operators that
would serve as the responsible party.

d. Retired Unit Exemption. Section
60.4105 of today’s proposal provides an
exemption from Hg Budget Trading
Program requirements for retired units.
The purpose of this provision is to free
retired Hg Budget units from
unnecessary requirements (e.g.,
emissions monitoring and reporting).
The EPA proposes an exemption
beginning on the day the unit
permanently retires, requiring no notice
and comment period regarding the
retirement. This provision proposes that
the mercury authorized account
representative (Hg AAR) (i.e., the person
authorized by the owners and operators
to make submissions and handle other
matters) submit notification to the
permitting authority of the Hg Budget
unit’s retirement within 30 days of the
cessation of activity. In response, the
permitting authority would amend the
operating permit in accordance with the
exemption and notify EPA of the unit’s
status as exempt. Criteria within this
provision ensure that all program
requirements prior to the exemption are
fulfilled and records are kept on site to
verify the non-emitting status of the
retired unit. A retired unit could
continue to hold Hg allowances
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previously allocated or be allocated Hg
allowances in the future depending on
the allocation provisions adopted by the
State where the retired unit is located.
The number of future year Hg
allowances that a retired unit would be
allocated would be dependent on the
given State’s allocation system. The Hg
allowance allocations are discussed
below in Section II.B.5 of this preamble.

In order to resume operation without
violating program requirements (i.e., an
exemption requires that the unit’s
permit language be changed to reflect
that it would not emit any Hg
emissions), the Hg AAR of the Hg
Budget unit must submit a permit
application to the permitting authority
no less than 18 months (or less, if so
specified by the applicable State
permitting regulations) prior to the date
on which the unit is first to resume
operation, to allow the permitting
authority time to review and approve
the application for the unit’s re-entry
into the program. If a retired unit
resumes operation, EPA proposes to
automatically terminate the exemption
under this part.

e. Standard Requirements. Today’s
proposal delineates, in proposed
§60.4106, the standard requirements
that Hg budget units and their owners,
operators, and Hg AARs must meet
under the Hg Budget Trading Program.
This provision sets forth and provides
references to other portions of the
trading rule for the full range of program
requirements: permits, monitoring, Hg
emissions limitations, excess emissions,
recordkeeping and reporting, liability,
and effect on other authorities. For
example, the permitting, monitoring,
and emissions limit requirements are
discussed in general and the relevant
Sections of the trading rule are cited.
The liability provisions state that the
requirements of the trading program
must be met, and any knowing
violations or false statements are subject
to enforcement under the applicable
State or Federal law. Violations and the
associated liability are established on a
facility-wide basis. The provision
addressing the effect on other
authorities establishes that no provision
of the trading program can be construed
to exempt the owners or operators of a
Hg Budget source from compliance with
any other provision of the applicable
SIP, any federally enforceable permit, or
the CAA. This provision ensures, for
example, that a State may set a binding
source-specific Hg limitation and,
regardless of how many allowances a Hg
Budget source holds under the trading
program, the emissions limit established
in the SIP cannot be violated.

f. Computation of Time. Proposed
§60.4107 clarifies how to determine the
deadlines referenced in the proposal.
For example, deadlines falling on a
weekend or holiday are extended to the
next business day. These are the same
computation-of-time provisions as are in
the regulation for the other emissions
trading programs.

2. Hg Authorized Account
Representative (AAR)

Sections 60.4110 through 60.4114 of
today’s proposed Hg Budget Trading
Rule establishes the process for
certifying the Hg AAR and describes his
or her duties. A Hg AAR is the
individual who is authorized to
represent the owners and operators of
each Hg Budget unit at a Hg Budget
source in matters pertaining to the Hg
Budget Trading Program. Because the
Hg AAR is representing the owners and
operators of all the Hg Budget units at
a Hg Budget source, the Hg AAR must
certify that he or she was selected by an
agreement binding on all such owners
and operators and is authorized to act
on their behalf. The Hg AAR’s
responsibilities include: the submission
of permit applications to the permitting
authority, submission of monitoring
plans and certification applications,
holding and transferring Hg allowances,
and submission of emissions data and
compliance reports.

The Agency recognizes that the Hg
AAR cannot always be available to
perform his or her duties. Therefore, the
rule proposes to allow for the
appointment of one alternate Hg AAR
(alternate Hg AAR) for a Hg Budget
source. The alternate Hg AAR would
have the same authority and
responsibilities as the Hg AAR.
Therefore, unless expressly provided to
the contrary, whenever the term “Hg
authorized account representative” is
used in the rule, it should be read to
apply to the alternate Hg AAR as well.
While the alternate Hg AAR would have
full authority to act on behalf of the Hg
AAR, all correspondence from EPA,
including reports, would be sent only to
the Hg AAR.

Toc%ay’s proposal requires the
completion and submission of the
account certificate of representation
form in order to certify a Hg AAR for a
Hg Budget source and all Hg Budget
units at the source. There would be one
standard form which would be
submitted by sources to EPA. The EPA
would establish a compliance account
for each source in the mercury allownce
tracking system (MATS). The form
would include: the plant name, State,
and identifying number (ORIS or facility
code); the identifying number of each

Hg budget unit at the source; the Hg
AAR name, the Hg AAR identification
number (if already assigned), address,
phone, fax, and e-mail (as well as
similar information for the alternate Hg
AAR, if applicable); the name of every
owner and operator of the source and
each Hg Budget unit at the source; and
certification language and signature of
the Hg AAR and alternate, if applicable.

In order to change the Hg AAR,
alternate Hg AAR, or list of owners and
operators, EPA is proposing that a new
complete account certificate of
representation be submitted. The EPA
believes the Hg AAR requirements
afford the regulated community with
flexibility, while ensuring source
accountability and simplifying the
administration of the trading program.
These submissions can be made
electronically to EPA.

3. Permits

a. General Requirements. The EPA has
attempted to minimize the number of
new procedural requirements for Hg
Budget permitting and to defer,
whenever possible, to the permitting
programs already established by the
permitting authority. The proposed Hg
Budget Trading Program regulations
assume that the Hg Budget permit
would be a portion of a federally
enforceable permit issued to the Hg
Budget source and administered
through permitting vehicles such as
operating permits programs established
under title V of the CAA and 40 CFR
part 70. The term “Hg Budget permit”
throughout this preamble and the Hg
Budget Trading Program regulations
therefore refers to the Hg Budget
Trading Program portion of the permit
issued by the permitting authority to a
Hg Budget source.

b. Hg Budget Permit Application
Deadlines. The proposed rule sets the
initial Hg Budget permit application
deadlines for units in operation before
January 1, 2007 so that the permits will
be issued by January 1, 2010. January 1,
2010 is the beginning of the first control
period for the Hg Budget Trading
Program, and therefore also the date by
which initial Hg Budget permits for
existing units must be effective.
Application submission deadlines are
based on the permitting authority’s title
V permitting regulations. For instance, if
a permitting authority’s permitting
regulations allowed 12 months for final
action by the permitting authority on a
permit application, the application
deadline for units in operation before
2007 governed by the permitting rule
would be January 1, 2009 (12 months
prior to January 1, 2010). The same
principle applies to Hg Budget units
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commencing operation on or after
January 1, 2007, except that the
application submission deadline is the
later of the date the Hg Budget unit
commences operation or January 1,
2010. The Hg Budget permit renewal
application deadlines are the same as
those that apply to permit renewal
applications in general for sources
under title V. For instance, if a
permitting authority requires
submission of a title V permit renewal
application by a date which is 12
months in advance of a title V permit’s
expiration, the same date would also
apply to the Hg Budget permit
application.

c. Hg Budget Trading Program Permit
Application. The Hg Budget Trading
Program requires that a Hg Budget
permit application properly identify the
source and include the standard
requirements under proposed § 60.4121.
The Hg Budget Trading Program permit
application should include all elements
of the program (including the standard
requirements). Such an approach allows
the permitting authority to incorporate
virtually all of the applicable Hg Budget
Trading Program requirements into a Hg
Budget permit by including as part of
such permit the Hg Budget permit
application submitted by the source.
Directly incorporating the Hg Budget
permit application into the Hg Budget
permit and, thus, into the source’s
operating permit or the overarching
permit minimizes the administrative
burden on the permitting authority of
including the Hg Budget Trading
Program applicable requirements.

d. Hg Budget Permit Issuance. As
stated earlier, most of the procedures
needed by a permitting authority to
issue Hg Budget permits have already
been established by the permitting
authority through permitting vehicles
such as operating permits programs
under title V and 40 CFR part 70 or 71.
Generally, the permits regulations
promulgated by the permitting authority
cover: permit application, permit
application shield, permit duration,
permit shield, permit issuance, permit
revision and reopening, public
participation, and State and EPA
review. The proposed Hg Budget
Trading Program permit regulations
generally require use of the procedures
under these other regulations and add
some requirements such as Hg Budget
permit application submission and
renewal deadlines, Hg Budget permit
application information requirements
and permit content, and initial Hg
Budget permit effective dates.

e. Hg Budget Permit Revisions. For
revisions to the Hg Budget permit, the
Hg Budget Trading Program again defers

to the regulations addressing permits
revisions promulgated by the permitting
authority under title V and 40 CFR part
70 or 71. The proposal also provides
that the allocation, transfer, or
deduction of Hg allowances is
automatically incorporated in the Hg
Budget permit, and does not require a
permit revision or reopening by the
permitting authority. The Hg Budget
permit must, however, expressly state
that each source must hold enough Hg
allowances to account for Hg emissions
by the allowance transfer deadline for
each control period. The EPA believes
that requiring the permitting authority
to revise or reopen a Hg Budget permit
each time a Hg allowance allocation,
transfer, or deduction is made would be
burdensome and unnecessary.

4. Compliance Certification

Sections 60.4130 through 60.4131 of
today’s proposed Hg Budget Trading
Rule sets forth the requirements
concerning certification by the Hg AAR
at the end of each control period that
the Hg Budget units at the facility were
in compliance with the emissions
limitation and other requirements of the
Hg Budget Trading Program. The Hg
AAR must submit a compliance
certification report for the Hg Budget
units at each facility by March 1
following the control period, to both the
permitting authority and the
Administrator. This report must identify
the Hg Budget units and the Hg Budget
source, and include a compliance
certification statement. The compliance
certification statement must indicate
whether all of the applicable
requirements of the Hg Budget Trading
Program, including the requirement to
hold allowances greater than or equal to
emissions and the requirement to
monitor and report according to the
provisions in § 60.4106 of today’s
proposal, were met by the unit for the
most recent control period. The report
also allows the Hg AAR to specify
which allowances (by serial number)
should be deducted from the Hg Budget
facility’s compliance account.

5. Hg Allowance Allocations

Sections 60.4140 through 60.4142 of
today’s proposed model rule addresses
the allocation of Hg allowances to Hg
Budget units. Within each participating
State, the Hg Budget Trading Program
would establish a State trading program
budget (i.e., a cap of annual Hg
emissions for all units included in the
program), which is the total number of
Hg allowances that each State may
allocate to its Hg Budget units for each
control period. Section 60.4141 of
today’s proposed rule sets timing

requirements for when the allocations
should be completed by each State and
submitted to EPA for inclusion into the
MATS and provides an option for how
States may allocate Hg allowances to the
Hg Budget units. States have the
flexibility to allocate their state budget
to individual units however they
choose.

a. State Trading Program Budget. The
January 30, 2004 NPR proposed a
formula for determining the total
amount of emissions for the Budget
Trading Program within a specific Sate
for 2010, and, using that same
mechanism, proposed the amount of
emissions for the Program within each
State for 2018. That formula is, in
essence, the sum of the hypothetical
allocations to each affected Utility Unit
in the State, and that allocation, in turn,
is based on the proportionate share of
their baseline heat input to total heat
input of all affected units. For purposes
of this hypothetical allocation of the
allowances, each unit’s baseline heat
input is adjusted to reflect the ranks of
coal combusted by the unit during the
baseline period. Adjustment factors of 1
for bituminous, 1.25 for subbituminous,
and 3 for lignite coals were proposed in
the NPR. These adjustment factors and
the methodology for determining the
State budgets are described in the
memorandum entitled “Allocation
Adjustment Factors for the Proposed
Mercury Trading Rulemaking” in the
docket. Alternatively, for purposes of
this hypothetical allocation of
allowances to Utility Units which where
used to calculate the State budgets, EPA
could have used the proposed MACT
emission rate proposed in the NPR and
the proportionate share of their baseline
heat input to total heat input of all
affected units. EPA solicits comment on
this alternative to calculate State
budgets. As noted above, the sum of the
unit emission allowances in a State
would comprise the State’s emissions
budget.

EPA proposes today that each State be
required to submit a state plan under
section 111(d) that assures that the State
budget is met by capping emissions,
through the allocation of allowances,
from each affected Utility Unit. The
State may allocate allowances to Utility
Units in any manner it wishes, as long
as the total number of allowances does
not exceed the State budget. The State
is not required to allocate allowances to
each affected Utility Unit in accordance
with the allocation option proposed in
Section III.B.4.c below or the formula
used to determine the State budget.
Those unit-specific allocations are
hypothetical and determined solely for
accounting purposes.
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EPA does, however, solicit comment
on whether to require the State to
allocate allowances to each affected
Utility Unit in accordance with this
hypothetical allocation. EPA recognizes
that statements in the NPR may be read
to propose a requirement that the State
must allocate allowances to each
affected Utility Unit in accordance with
this hypothetical allocation. Today’s
SNPR is proposing that the State may
allocate allowances in accordance with
its own methodology. EPA solicits
comment on whether to authorize the
State to have flexibility in the allowance
allocation methodology, or whether to
mandate that the State allocate
allowances in accordance with the
hypothetical allocation, depending on
whether the State (i) authorizes its
sources to participate in the interstate
trading program, (ii) authorizes its
sources to participate in only intra-state
trading, or (iii) does not authorize its
sources to trade allowances. Allocating
allowances to sources using the
hypothetical allocation methodology
satisfies the requirements for States to
meet the Standard of Performance
required by section 111(d) because the
hypothetical allocation is consistent
with the State budgets and would
ensure that the State budget and
therefore the Standard of Performance is
met. The docket for today’s action
includes a memorandum that describes
in more detail the basis for EPA’s
proposed allocation methods.

Finally, it should be noted that the
State may decide to allocate fewer total
allowances to its sources than the
amount of its budget.

b. Timing Requirements. Today’s
proposed rule sets minimum
requirements for when a State would
finalize Hg allowance allocations for
each control period in the Hg Budget
Trading Program and submit them to
EPA for inclusion into the MATS. The
proposed timing requirements ensure
that all Hg Budget units would have
sufficient time and the same minimum
amount of time to plan for compliance
for each control period and to trade Hg
allowances. Finalizing allowances for
less than three years in advance may
restrict a Hg Budget unit’s ability to plan
for compliance by creating uncertainty
year to year about the amount of future
allocations that the Hg Budget unit
would receive. It would also prevent a
Hg Budget unit from officially
transferring future year allowances
because the MATS only contains the
very near term years’ allowances.

The timing requirements would also
contribute to the efficient
administration of the Hg Budget Trading
Program. By establishing this schedule

at the outset of the trading program,
both the States and EPA would be able
to develop internal procedures for
effectively implementing the Hg
allowance provisions of the trading
program. This is particularly important
for EPA with its role as administrator of
the MATS for all participating States.
The timing requirements would ensure
that EPA would be able to record in the
MATS the time sensitive Hg allowance
allocations for the Hg Budget units in all
participating States at the same time for
each control period.

States may choose any of a number of
options for the timing of issuing
allowances, beyond the three year
requirement, and that choice will
interact to a great extent with the state’s
choice of method for allocating
allowances. The timing options
generally range from: (1) Year-by-year
allocations, in which the Hg allowance
allocations would be placed into the
MATS on an annual basis for future
control periods; (2) 5 to 10 year
allocations where Hg allowance
allocations would be periodically
placed into the MATS for 5 to 10
consecutive control periods; and (3) a
single, permanent allocation where the
Hg allowance allocations would be set
only once at the beginning of the trading
program and recorded in the MATS for
an extended, rolling block of time (e.g.,
a rolling 30-year period). These timing
options can apply to both an auctioning
and a permanent allocation mechanism.

Timing options which provide an
opportunity to periodically update the
allocation of Hg allowances to Hg
budget units might have certain
advantages. These advantages include
that an allocation regime which is
periodically updated would provide an
opportunity to reallocate allowances
based on changes in the electricity
industry that may significantly affect the
mix of electricity generators that
produce electricity in the future.
Depending on the formula that is used
to allocate the allowances, trading
programs that periodically update the
allocations may provide an opportunity
to reward energy efficiency
improvements at specific Hg Budget
units. They could also facilitate the
introduction of more efficient, new
generation.

Permanent allocations provide a long
planning horizon for the Hg Budget
units that receive an allocation.
Permanent allocations would not create
incentives for the owners or operators of
high emitting units to continue
operating only for the sake of continuing
to receive allowances, but would result
in retired units receiving allowances in
perpetuity. Additionally, permanent

allocations provide an incentive to
improve a Hg Budget unit’s energy
efficiency and require fewer resources to
administer as compared to updating
allocation systems. Nonetheless, these
incentives would not affect the total
emissions over time because the
emissions are restricted by the cap,
regardless of the allocation system. In a
permanent allocation system, all
allowances are allocated to Hg Budget
units at the beginning of the trading
program. New Hg Budget units that
begin operations after the allocation of
allowances would be required to obtain
allowances from the market in order to
comply with the trading program
requirements (which may impede
competition by hindering the entry of
new units into the market), or there
would need to be a new source set-aside
that increased from year to year,
coupled with a declining allocation to
existing sources.

EPA is leaving the choice of timing of
allocations largely up to the states,
requiring only that they be finalized in
the Hg Budget Trading Program and
submitted to EPA for inclusion into the
MATS three years in advance. This
would ensure that all Hg Budget units
would have sufficient time and the same
minimum amount of time to plan for
compliance for each control period and
to trade Hg allowances. EPA is soliciting
comments on this timing requirement.

A rolling annual updating system,
determining allocations for a single
control period six years in advance, has
been developed in coordination with
the example allocation approach
provided in the subsequent section. The
full example allocation approach is
presented in the regulatory text. This
example is offered as guidance and not
as an implied requirement for the States
to take part in the model trading
program. At the start of the program,
initial allocations would be made for the
first five control periods of the program.
Afterwards, annual updating would
determine the allocations for the control
period six years in advance.
Consequently, units would always have
in their accounts five years of
allowances going forward, which would
facilitate the operation of an efficient
liquid allowance market and provide
greater certainty to unit’s compliance
planning decisions, but might leave
limited allowances in the near term for
new units.

c. Options for Hg Allowance
Allocation Methodology
Recommendation. Allowance
allocations decisions in a cap-and-trade
program largely reflect distributional
issues, as economic forces would be
expected to result in economically
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efficient and environmentally similar
outcomes (except in cases of market
failure). Consequently, the EPA is
proposing to give states the flexibility to
choose an allocations method most
appropriate for their particular
circumstances.

States have many different possible
options and combinations in the
development of an allocations
methodology. The key design
differences are: (1) Auction or free
distribution of allowances; (2)
permanent or updated allowances; and
(3) allowances based on input-basis,
output basis, or based on emission
reductions. These options would differ
in terms of the amount of allowances
different sources receive, whether states
generate revenue from the allowances,
in their treatment of new coal-fired
generation, in their difficulty of
administration, and in their
coordination with a safety valve
mechanism.

Today’s proposal allows the state to
decide whether it will allocate
allowances to sources for free, or hold
an auction to sell them to bidders.
Auctions, at which allowances would be
offered for sale, would ensure all parties
access to allowances, and would be
efficient since sources would bid their
perceived value for allowances. The
pool of allowances to be auctioned
would be created by specified
procedures, such as setting aside a fixed
or incremented percentage of allocations
each year, or auctioning all available
allowances. For example, in the current
Acid Rain Program, one percent of
available allowances could be used for
auctions. The auctions would be open to
any person (including sources or third-
party entities), who would submit bids
according to auction procedures, a
bidding schedule, a bidding means, and
requirements for financial guarantees
specified in the regulations. Winning
bids, and required payments, for
allowances would be determined in
accordance with the regulations.
Auctions could be held regularly for
single compliance periods, or less
frequently for a block of years at a time.
An auctioning method of allocations
would work well with a safety valve
mechanism, where allocations would be
reduced from future budgets to reflect
allowances purchases via the safety-
valve. Auctions would also eliminate
any potential disadvantage to new units
in the market for allowances.
Responsibility for managing auctions
would fall to the individual states,
which would also have full discretion as
to the use of auction revenues. EPA
solicits comment on whether it would
have authority to charge purchasers for

allowances, in the case of Federal plans
promulgated under 111(d)(2)(A) (if the
State fails to submit a State plan under
section 111(d)(1)) or 112(n)(1)(A) (if
EPA concludes that this provision
provides regulatory authority). Any
amounts collected by EPA would be
deposited in the general revenues under
the Miscellaneous Receipts Act.

However, requiring controlled sources
to both reduce emissions and pay for
allowances for their remaining
emissions could impose significant
costs on the emitting sources. Allocating
allowances for free could provide
assistance to the entities incurring most
of the costs of complying with the
necessary mercury reductions, lessening
the financial impact of the program on
these sources. It would also give states
the ability to determine who would be
the initial allowance recipients.

If a state decided to allocate
allowances for free, the state would
need to decide between permanent and
updating allocations. As mentioned
above, permanent allocations provide a
long planning horizon and would not
create incentives for the owners or
operators of high emitting units to
continue operating. However, since they
are based on a historic baseline period,
permanent allocations would not reflect
changes in the industry going forward
and sources would continue to receive
allowances even after they retire.
Permanent allocations do not provide
for allowances to new Hg Budget units
that begin operations after the allocation
of allowances and these units would be
required to obtain allowances from the
market in order to comply with the
trading program requirements. This
could inhibit the entry of new units into
the market.

A new source set-aside (taking away
allowances from existing sources) could
be created if there is a desire to
encourage new generation and concern
about the availability of allowances on
the market. Alternately, a portion of
allowances could be set aside and sold
through an auction to make these
allowances accessible. A drawback of
these approaches is that it can be
difficult to forecast the amount of the
new sources over time and thus the
appropriate size of the set-aside.
Allowance requests resulting from the
entry of numerous new sources could,
in time, exceed the amount of
allowances set aside.

Updating allocations provide an
opportunity to reallocate allowances
based on changes in the industry that
may significantly affect the mix of
generators that produce electricity in the
future. By updating allocations, states
would periodically review their basis

for allocations and reallocate allowances
to sources. Updating would include new
generating units as they enter service
and develop baseline data (input or
output) for calculation of allocations.
However, updating might also provide a
subsidy to all generation, rewarding
units for generating by providing them
allocations based on generation (either
input or output). Slightly different
incentives would be provided
depending on whether the updating is
input or output-based. This may result
in a slight distortion in the price of
electricity, and might also encourage
older units not to retire, although the
total number of allowances (and thus
emissions) are capped either way. Any
such effects would be less pronounced
with the lengthening of the period of
time between the base-line and the
actual receipt of the allocations.

Updating may be done annually for a
period in advance, or periodically, with
updates for several years at a time. The
less frequent the updating, the more this
program becomes like a permanent
allocation. Updating also works well
with a safety valve mechanism, as it
provides the opportunity to reduce
allocations from a future budget before
they are allocated to reflect allowances
purchases via the safety-valve
mechanism.

This SNPR proposes to allow states to
decide the basis for their allocation
decisions, whether allocating through a
permanent or updating method.
Generally, allocations have considered
using a baseline heat input (mmBtu of
coal burned) or baseline generating
output (kWh). In a permanent
allocation, this decision has
consequences that are purely
distributional, with the output method
favoring more efficient existing plants. If
states want to have allocations reflect
the difficulty of controlling for mercury,
they might consider multiplying
baseline data by ratios based on coal
type (1.0 for bituminous, 1.25 for
subbituminous, 3.0 for lignite for a heat
input basis), similar to the methodology
proposed in the NPR for determining
state budgets.

Finally, states may consider hybrid
systems, combining various aspects of
the general approaches outlined above,
in their choice of plan. In summary, the
EPA is providing states with the
flexibility to develop a plan which is
best suited to their circumstances.

Included below is an example (offered
for informational guidance) of an
allocations methodology that includes
allowances for new generation,
addresses the safety-valve mechanism,
and is administratively straightforward.
The method involves input-based
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allocations for existing coal units (with
different ratios based on coal-type), with
updating to take into account new coal
generation on a modified output basis
(without coal-type ratios). The method
described for allocating to existing
sources is also consistent with the
hypothetical allocations relied on for
determining the state budgets and
described in the January 30, 2004 NPR
and the memorandum entitled
“Allocation Adjustment Factors for the
Proposed Mercury Trading Rulemaking”
in the docket.

Initial allocations for existing sources
could be made for the first five control
periods at the start of the program, on
the basis of heat input and with
different ratios based on coal-type. After
the first 5 years, the budget will be
distributed on an annual basis, taking
into account data from new units.

As new units enter into service and
establish a baseline, they begin to pick
up allowances in relation to their
generation. Allowances allocated to
existing plants slowly decline as their
share of total heat input decreases with
the entry of new plants. In this EPA
example methodology, existing units as
a group would not update their heat
input numbers. This would eliminate
the potential generation subsidy (and
efficiency loss) as well as an incentive
for less efficient (and higher ratio) units
to generate more. This methodology
would also be easier to implement since
it would not require the updating of
existing units’ baseline data. However,
retiring units would continue to receive
allowances indefinitely.

Through this EPA example
methodology, new units as a group
would only update their heat input
numbers once—in the initial baseline
period when they start operating. This
would eliminate any potential
generation subsidy and be easier to
implement, since it would not require
the collection and processing of data
needed for regular updating.

EPA believes that allocating based on
heat input data (rather than output data)
for existing units is desirable because
accurate protocols exist for monitoring
this data and reporting it to EPA and
several years of certified data are
available for most of the affected
sources. However, allocating on the
basis of input for new sources would
serve to subsidize less-efficient new
generation. For a given generation
capacity, the most efficient unit would
have the lowest fuel input or heat input.
Allocating to new units based on heat
input may encourage the building of
less efficient units since they would get
more allowances than an efficient, lower
heat input unit. The modified output

approach, as described below, would
encourage new clean generation and

would not reward inefficient or high-
emission new units.

Allowances would be allocated to
new units on a modified output basis.
Once new units have an adequate
operating baseline (in the EPA example
methodology, EPA proposes taking the
average of the highest three years out of
five years of operations), the total
annual heat input of the affected units
would be updated by adding the
calculated new unit modified-output to
the original existing coal-type-adjusted
unit heat input. For purposes of
including data from new units in the
updated allocation calculation, new
units would calculate their heat input
by multiplying their gross output by a
heat rate conversion factor of 8,000 btu/
kWh. The 8,000 btu/kWh conversion
factor was chosen as a mid-point
between expected heat-rates for new
pulverized coal plants and new IGCC
coal plants as assumed in EPA’s
economic modeling analysis (IPM
documentation at http://www.epa.gov/
airmarkets/epa-ipm/attachment-h.pdf).
This would create level benefits for new
coal units based on their output and
provide incentives for efficiency (rather
than favoring higher heat-rate new
units). A higher heat-rate conversion
number would provide more incentive
for new generation, and we are asking
for comment as to the appropriate
number. To calculate their modified
output number, new coal-fired
cogeneration units would add together
their electric output and half of their
equivalent electrical output energy in
the unit’s process steam and multiply
this total by 8,000 btu/kWh. Allocations
would be allocated to all units in
proportion to their share of the updated,
adjusted total heat input.

New units that have entered service,
but have not yet established a baseline
output and have not yet started
receiving allowances through the
update, could receive allowances each
year from a new source set-aside. In the
example methodology described in the
model rule, EPA has proposed a new
source set-aside representing two
percent of the State’s mercury trading
program budget.

Allowances in the new source set-
aside could be distributed in a number
of different ways. For example, as
described in today’s model rule, the
new source allowances could be
distributed based on a unit’s utilization/
output and the unit’s mercury emission
NSPS rate limitation presented in the
January 30, 2004 NPR. Because the
proposed NSPS rates vary across coal
types, this allocation method could

provide new coal plant investors with
varying incentives depending upon the
coal type. While this set-aside would
help new sources relative to no set-
aside, because the demand for
allowances for future sources is
unknown, it is difficult to know
beforehand what should be the
appropriate size of the set-aside pool.

EPA is taking comment on a number
of alternatives for distributing the new
source set-aside in the example
methodology. For example, a single
emissions rate for all new coal plants
may be used together with utilization/
output levels to calculate allowance
allocations for new coal units before
they begin receiving allowances through
the update. Alternatively, the lower of
the NSPS rates for the respective coal
types and a rate representing the
proposed mercury cap in 2018 divided
by projected 2018 total affected unit
generation may be used to calculate
allowance allocations for new coal units
before they begin receiving allowances
through the update. This alternative
would ensure that new sources should
receive allowances at the same rate as
that applied to existing sources and no
greater than their proposed NSPS. We
ask for comment on these various
proposals, and for any other alternatives
commenters may wish to raise.

In today’s proposed example
allocation methodology, these new units
would be granted allowances from the
set-aside for the control period, initially
based on the unit’s full utilization rates.
At the end of the year, the actual
allowance allocation will be adjusted to
account for actual unit utilization/
output, and excess allowances will be
returned and redistributed, first taking
into account new unit requests that
were not able to be addressed. Any
subsequent unused set-aside allowances
would be redistributed to existing units
based on their existing allocations. An
alternate method for allocating these
allowances would provide new sources
with allowances at the end of the
relevant control period, based on their
actual utilization. This would eliminate
the need for returning and redistributing
allowances, but would also deprive
sources of the ability to trade those
allowances during the course of the
year. EPA is soliciting comment on the
timing and method of allocating
allowances from the set aside in the
example methodology.

While EPA recognizes States’
flexibility in choosing their allocations
method and is proposing that States be
allowed to determine their own method
for allocating allowances to sources in
their state, EPA is also asking for
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comment on all aspects of this example
allocations proposal.

6. Safety Valve Provision

In the January 30, 2004 NPR, EPA is
proposing a safety valve provision that
sets the maximum cost purchasers must
pay for Hg emissions allowances. This
provision addresses some of the
uncertainty associated with the cost of
Hg control.

Under the safety valve mechanism,
the price of allowances is effectively
(although not legally) capped. Sources
may purchase allowances from
subsequent year budgets at the safety-
valve price at any time. However, it is
unlikely they would do so unless the
market allowance price exceeded the
safety valve price. EPA proposes a price
of $2,187.50 for a Hg allowance
(covering one ounce) and this price will
be annually adjusted for inflation. The
permitting authority will deduct
corresponding allowances from future
allowance budgets. EPA solicits
comment on whether it would have
authority to charge purchasers this
amount for allowances, in the case of
Federal plans promulgated under
111(d)(2)(A) (if the State fails to submit
a State plan under section 111(d)(1)) or
112(n)(1)(A) (if EPA concludes that this
provision provides regulatory
authority). Any amounts collected by
EPA would be deposited in the general
revenues under the Miscellaneous
Receipts Act.

The purpose of this provision is to
minimize unanticipated market
volatility and provide more market
information that industry can rely upon
for compliance decisions. The safety
valve mechanism ensures the cost of
control does not exceed a certain level,
but also ensures that emissions
reductions are achieved. The future year
cap is reduced by the borrowed amount,
ensuring the integrity of the caps.

The safety valve mechanism would
need to be incorporated into a state’s
chosen allocations methodology to
ensure the availability of un-distributed
allowances from which purchasers
could borrow. Making allowances
available through the safety valve
without taking them away from future
budgets would undermine the integrity
of the cap. The safety valve mechanism
would be easiest to incorporate into a
system where allowances are
periodically auctioned or updated
because at least some portion of the
State budgets would not have been
previously allocated to individual units
(which might not be the case in a
permanent, historically based allocation
method). Within EPA’s example
allocations methodology, the safety

valve allowances borrowed from future
budgets would be taken out of the pool
of allowances available for units that
have been generating for at least five
years (not from the new source set
aside) in the subsequent updating
calculation of allocations. Under this
allocation methodology, the future
budget for the State would be lowered
by the amount borrowed through the
safety valve mechanism for the control
period six years in advance.

We ask for comment on the need for
a safety valve and the viability of our
example approach, and solicit
suggestions for other viable approaches.

7. Hg Allowance Tracking System

Sections 60.4150 through 60.4157 of
today’s proposed trading rule covers the
mercury allowance tracking system
(MATS). The proposed rule is intended
to be reasonably consistent with the
allowance tracking systems developed
for the NOx SIP Call and Acid Rain
Program. Such consistency would help
to allow the integration of the a mercury
trading program with the existing
trading programs under the NOx SIP
Call and Acid Rain Program and
possible other NOx and SO trading
programs (under the IAQR) in the
future. It would also save industry and
government the time and resources
necessary to develop new tracking
systems.

The MATS would be an automated
system used to track Hg allowances held
by Hg Budget units under the Hg Budget
Trading Program, as well as those
allowances held by other organizations
or individuals. Specifically, the MATS
would track the allocation of all Hg
allowances, holdings of Hg allowances
in accounts, deduction of Hg allowances
for compliance purposes, and transfers
between accounts. The primary role of
MATS is to provide an efficient,
automated means of monitoring
compliance with the Hg Budget Trading
Program. The MATS would also provide
the allowance market with a record of
ownership of allowances, dates of
allowance transfers, buyer and seller
information, and the serial numbers of
allowances transferred. Although
today’s proposal assigns each allowance
a unique serial number, EPA requests
comments on the necessity of serial
numbers and on whether the
administrative burden to allowance
holders and EPA of tracking and
reporting serial numbers outweighs the
benefits of serial numbers for tax and
accounting purposes.

The EPA is proposing that MATS
contain two primary types of accounts:
Compliance accounts and general
accounts. Compliance accounts are

created for each Hg Budget source with
one or more Hg Budget units, upon
receipt of the account certificate of
representation form. General accounts
are created for any organization or
individual upon receipt of a general
account information form.

a. Compliance Accounts. As part of
the implementation of the Hg Budget
Trading Program, EPA is proposing to
establish compliance accounts for each
Hg Budget source upon receipt of the
account certificate of representation
form. These accounts would be
identified by a 12-digit account number
incorporating the plant’s Office of
Regulatory Information System’s (ORIS)
code or facility identification number.
Allocations for the first six years (2010—
2015), as prescribed by each State,
would be transferred into these
compliance accounts prior to the first
control period in 2010. Prior to the
second control period, in 2011, and
each year thereafter, allocations for the
new sixth year, as prescribed by each
State, would be transferred into each
compliance account (e.g., in 2011, year
2016 Hg allowances would be
allocated). As for the deadline for
transferring Hg allowances to cover
emissions in the control period (i.e., the
Hg allowance transfer deadline of
midnight on March 1 following the
control period), each compliance
account must hold sufficient Hg
allowances to cover the Hg Budget
source’s Hg emissions for the prior
year’s control period. Utility companies
may use general accounts to hold
surplus allowances (as has been done in
the Acid Rain Program) for trading and
banking. Brokers and other entities use
general accounts to hold allowances that
are intended to be traded.

b. Compliance. Once a control period
has ended, Hg Budget source would
have a window of opportunity (i.e.,
until the Hg allowance transfer deadline
of midnight on March 1 following the
control period) to evaluate their
reported emissions and obtain any
additional Hg allowances (including
safety valve allowances) they may need
to cover the emissions during the year.
On March 1 following each control
period, the Hg AAR must also submit a
compliance certification report for each
Hg Budget source. Should the Hg
Budget source not obtain sufficient Hg
allowances to offset emissions for the
season, three Hg allowances for each
ounce of excess emissions would be
deducted from the source’s compliance
account for the following control period.
EPA believes that it is important to set
up this automatic offset deduction
because it ensures that non-compliance
with the Hg emission limitations of this
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part is a more expensive option than
controlling emissions. EPA required the
same offset deduction of three to one in
the NOx SIP call, and is taking comment
on the use of the same ratio is today’s
proposed rule. The automatic offset
provisions do not limit the ability of the
permitting authority or EPA to take
enforcement action under State law or
the CAA.

c. General Accounts. Today’s proposal
allows any person or group to open a
general account in MATS. These
accounts would be identified by the
“9999” that would compose the first
four digits of the MATS account
number. Unlike compliance accounts,
general accounts cannot be used for
compliance but can be used for holding
or trading Hg allowances (e.g., by Hg
allowance brokers or owners of multiple
Hg Budget units or sources). General
accounts are currently used for both SO,
allowances in the Acid Rain Program
and NOx allowances in the NOx Budget
Trading Program.

To open a general account, a person
or group must complete the standard
general account information form,
which is similar to the account
certificate of representation that
precedes the opening of a compliance
account and any overdraft account. The
form would include: the Hg AAR name,
phone, fax, and e-mail (as well as
similar information for the Alternate Hg
AAR, if applicable); Hg AAR mailing
address; the names of all parties with an
ownership interest with the respect to
the Hg allowances in the account; and
certification language and signatures of
the Hg AAR and alternate, if applicable.

Revisions to information regarding an
existing general account are made by
submitting a new general account
information form which would be sent
to EPA in all cases, whether the form is
used to open a new account, or revise
information on an existing one. The
EPA would notify the Hg AAR cited on
the application of the establishment of
his or her account in the MATS or of the
registration of requested changes.

8. Banking

Banking is the retention of unused
allowances from one control period for
use in a later control period. Banking
allows sources to create reductions
beyond required levels and “bank’ the
unused allowances for use later.
Generally speaking, banking has several
advantages: It can encourage earlier or
greater reductions than are required
from sources, stimulate the market and
encourage efficiency, and provide
flexibility in achieving emissions
reduction goals (e.g., by allowing for
periodic increased generation activity

that may occur in response to
interruptions of power supply from non-
Hg emitting sources). In addition, a
banked allowance is one less ounce of
pollutant emitted in a given year. On the
other hand, banking may result in
banked allowances being used to allow
emissions in a given year to exceed a
State’s trading program budget.

EPA is proposing that banking of
allowances after the start of the Hg
trading program be allowed with no
restriction. Banking after a program
starts and the budget is imposed allows
sources to retain any allowances not
surrendered for compliance at the end
of each control period. Once the trading
program budget is in place, sources may
over-control for one or more seasons
and withdraw from the bank in a later
season. This type of banking provides
the general advantages as described
above (encourages early reductions,
stimulates the market, and provides
flexibility to sources), while also
potentially causing Hg emissions in
some control periods to be greater than
the allowances allocated for those
seasons.

9. Allowance Transfers

The EPA is proposing that once a Hg
AAR is appointed and an account is
established in the MATS, Hg allowances
can be transferred to or from the
accounts with the submission of an
allowance transfer form to EPA.
Transfers can occur between any
accounts at any time of year with one
exception: transfers of current and past
year allowances into and out of
compliance accounts are prohibited
after the Hg allowance transfer deadline
(March 1 following each control period)
until EPA completes the annual
reconciliation process by deducting the
necessary allowances.

There would be one standard Hg
allowance transfer form. This form
would be submitted to the EPA in all
cases. This form can be submitted
electronically. The form would include:
the transferror and transferee MATS
account numbers; the transferror’s
printed name, phone number, signature,
and date of signature; and a list of
allowances to be transferred, by serial
number.

10. Emissions Monitoring and Reporting

Monitoring and reporting of an
affected source’s emissions are integral
parts of any cap-and-trade program.
Consistent and accurate measurement of
emissions ensures that each allowance
actually represents one ounce of
emissions and that one ounce of
reported emissions from one source is
equivalent to one ounce of reported

emissions from another source. This
establishes the integrity of each
allowance and instills confidence in the
market mechanisms that are designed to
provide sources with flexibility in
achieving compliance.

Given the variability in the type,
operation, and fuel mix of sources in the
proposed Hg cap-and-trade program,
EPA believes that emissions must be
monitored continuously in order to
ensure the precision, reliability,
accuracy, and timeliness of emissions
data that support the cap-and-trade
program. The EPA is proposing to allow
two methodologies for continuously
monitoring mercury emissions: (1)
Mercury continuous emission
monitoring systems (CEMS); and (2)
sorbent trap monitoring systems. Based
on preliminary evaluations, EPA
believes it is reasonable to expect that
both technologies will be well-
developed by the time a mercury
emissions trading program is
implemented.

The EPA is proposing, and solicits
comment on, two alternative approaches
for the continuous monitoring of Hg
emissions, as described below and
discussed in more detail in section II.B
of the Appendix A to this preamble.

In the first alternative, most sources
would be required to use CEMS, with
low-emitting sources having Hg
emissions at or below a specified
threshold value being allowed to use
sorbent trap monitoring systems. The
proposed threshold value is 9 1b (144
ounces) of Hg emissions per year (based
on a 3-year average), although EPA is
taking comment on three alternative
thresholds of 29, 46, and 76 lb/yr.

Alternative 1 represents EPA’s
traditional approach to implementing an
emissions trading program. The Acid
Rain Program, as established by
Congress in the 1990 Amendments to
the Act, required the use of CEMS or an
alternative monitoring system that is
demonstrated to provide information
with the same precision, reliability,
accuracy, and timeliness as a CEMS. In
implementing that program, as well as
the NOx Budget Trading Program, EPA
has allowed alternatives to CEMS only
where the emissions contributed by a
particular category of affected sources
are at a low level in comparison to the
emissions cap for the program, or where
an alternative monitoring system has
been demonstrated, according to
specified criteria, to meet the standard
Congress set.

In the second alternative, all sources
would be allowed to use either CEMS or
sorbent trap monitoring systems. Those
sources whose Hg emissions are above
the specified emission threshold would
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choose between CEMS and sorbent trap
monitoring with quality assurance (QA)
procedures comparable to a CEMS, to
ensure the accuracy of measurements
made for program compliance.

The QA requirements for the Acid
Rain Program mandated by Congress
under the Act have been codified in
Appendices A and B of the Acid Rain
Continuous Monitoring Regulation (40
CFR part 75). Part 75 specifies that each
CEMS must undergo rigorous initial
certification testing and periodic quality
assurance testing thereafter, including
the use of relative accuracy test audits
(RATAS). A standard set of data
validation rules and substitute data
procedures apply to all of the CEMS.
These stringent requirements provide an
accurate accounting of the mass
emissions from each affected source,
and provide prompt feedback if the
monitoring system is not operating
properly. This ensures a level playing
field among the regulated sources with
accurate accounting for every ton of
emissions, which inspires confidence in
the trading of allowances.

For the purposes of a Hg emissions
trading program, EPA believes that the
same high level of QA should be
required for both CEMS and sorbent trap
monitoring systems, particularly for the
higher-emitting sources that are
responsible for the bulk of the Hg
emissions. To achieve this, proposed
Alternative 2 would require that for the
sources with Hg emissions above the
specified threshold value, a minimum of
one substantive QA test of each
monitoring system would be performed
each quarter. A quarterly linearity check
of each CEMS would be required, as
well as an annual RATA. For the
sorbent trap systems, which cannot
accept calibration gas and, therefore,
cannot be tested for linearity, an annual
RATA and three quarterly 3-run relative
accuracy audits (RAAs) would be
required. This general approach to
quality-assurance of continuous
monitoring systems is consistent with
both Part 75, Appendix B, and with
Appendix F to 40 CFR part 60.
However, the EPA is willing to consider
replacing the RAA requirement with
another type of substantive quarterly
QA test, if commenters who favor the
use of sorbent trap systems are aware of,
and can provide details of, any such test
or procedure.

For affected sources with Hg
emissions at or below the specified
threshold value, Alternative 2 would
still require quarterly linearity checks
and annual RATA for Hg CEMS, but for
the sorbent trap monitoring systems,
only an annual RATA would be

required—the quarterly RAA
requirement would be dropped.

The use of sorbent trap monitoring
systems as an alternative to CEMS for
monitoring Hg emissions has been
proposed by EPA for determining
compliance under either of the
alternative non-trading approaches in
the NPR for regulating Hg emissions
from coal-fired utility units. The
proposed QA requirements for CEMS
and sorbent trap systems in Alternative
2 above are more stringent than the
proposed QA requirements for
monitoring compliance with the non-
trading compliance alternatives in the
NPR. This difference in the level of
required QA reflects a fundamental
difference in the purposes of monitoring
for an emissions trading program
compared to monitoring for an
emissions limitation program.
Monitoring for the trading program
requires frequent assessments of the
accuracy of the measurement method,
because each unit of emissions
measured is tied to an allowance which
is tradeable at any time throughout the
year. It is important for source owners
to know how much “money is in the
bank” at any given time. This need was
recognized by Congress when it
required the use of CEMS in the Acid
Rain Program, which serves as the
model for both the NOx Budget Trading
program and the proposed Hg trading
program. Monitoring for a non-trading
standard may not require such frequent
assessment of monitoring system
performance, because the compliance
determination is done on an annual or
semi-annual basis, using data that has
been collected over a long period of
time, and is designed only to determine
if the emission limit has been met. The
amount that a unit is below or above a
non-trading standard does not translate
into a tradeable commodity which can
be bought or sold throughout the year.

Consistent with the current
requirements in Part 75 for the Acid
Rain and the NOx SIP Call programs,
the proposed rule would allow sources,
under Section 60.4175 of Subpart
HHHH of Part 60 and under Section
75.80(h) of Subpart I of Part 75, to
petition for an alternative to any of the
specified monitoring requirements in
the rule. This provision provides
sources with the flexibility to petition to
use an alternative monitoring system
under Subpart E of Part 75 or variations
of the proposed ones as long as the
requirements of existing Section 75.66
are met. Proposed amendments to 40
CFR part 75 (Part 75), as summarized in
Appendix A to this preamble, set forth
the specific monitoring and reporting
requirements for Hg mass emissions and

include the additional provisions
necessary for a cap and trade program.
Part 75 is used in both the Acid Rain
and the NOx Budget Trading programs,
and most sources affected by this
rulemaking are already meeting the
requirements of Part 75 for one or both
of those programs.

In order to ensure program integrity,
EPA proposes to require states to
include year round Part 75 monitoring
and reporting for Hg for all sources.
Proposed deadlines for monitor
certification and other details are
specified in the model trading rule. EPA
believes that emissions will then be
accurately and consistently monitored
and reported from unit to unit and from
State to State.

Part 75 also specifies reporting
requirements. As is currently required
for sources subject to both the Acid Rain
program and the NOx Budget Trading
program, EPA proposes to require year
round reporting of emissions and
monitoring data from each unit at each
affected facility. As required for the
Acid Rain program and the NOx Budget
Trading program, this data would be
provided to EPA on a quarterly basis in
a format specified by the Agency and
submitted to EPA electronically using
EPA provided software. We have found
this centralized reporting requirement
necessary to ensure consistent review,
checking, and posting of the emissions
and monitoring data at all affected
sources, which contributes to the
integrity and efficiency of the trading
program.

11. Program Audits

The EPA would publish a report
annually, commencing after the first
year of compliance, that would contain,
for each Hg budget unit, the control
period Hg emissions and the number of
Hg allowances deducted for all reasons.
This would be done in order for States
to track emissions and Hg allowance
transaction activity in neighboring
States.

12. Administration of Program

The administration of this program
would be somewhat different from the
administration of a typical State
program. This is both because of the
trading aspects of the program and
because of the national nature of the
trading program. In order for the market
forces underlying the trading program to
work, the sources that participate in the
trading program must have confidence
in the market. This confidence stems
from a number of factors including: a
belief that all of the sources included in
the program are following the same set
of rules, and a belief that trades can be
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made easily, quickly, and with a great
deal of confidence that they will not be
altered or denied. Several things can
help to foster these beliefs and thus a
confidence in the market. The first is to
start with a consistent set of rules. This
can be done by developing a model rule
and having all States and sources that
participate in the trading program abide
by the ground rules set forth in the
model rule. The second is to implement
those rules in a consistent and efficient
manner. Because of the multi-state
nature of the program, it would be
difficult for any individual State to do
that by itself. Therefore, EPA is
proposing that this program be
implemented jointly by EPA and the
States that choose to participate in the
program. As part of this joint
implementation, States would have
specific roles, EPA would have specific
roles, and there would be roles that
States and EPA would perform jointly.

States would be responsible for
developing and promulgating rules
consistent with the model rule and for
submitting those rules as part of the
State plan States would also be
responsible for identifying sources
subject to the rule, issuing new or
revised permits as appropriate, and
determining Hg allowance allocations.
In addition, they would be responsible
for receiving, reviewing and, where
appropriate, approving most monitoring
plans and monitoring certification
applications, observing monitor
certification and ongoing quality
assurance testing and performing audits.
The final primary area of State
responsibility would be enforcement of
the trading program. If violations occur,
the State would take the lead in
pursuing enforcement action. However,
once the rules are approved as part of
the State plan, they would also become
federally enforceable, and EPA could
also take enforcement action.

The EPA would have two primary
roles in administration of the program.
The first role would be EPA’s traditional
role in the approval and oversight of the
State plan . The second would be a more
unique role for EPA, in which EPA
would administer significant portions of
the program.

In EPA’s traditional role in the State
plan process, EPA would be responsible
for taking action to approve or
disapprove the State plan revision once
it was submitted to EPA. Once the State
plan revision was approved, EPA would
play an oversight role in ensuring that
the State plan was properly
implemented. This oversight role might
include audits of the State program, or
taking enforcement action, if EPA

believed that sources were violating the
State plan .

In EPA’s more unique role as
administrator of portions of the
program, EPA would run both the
system to receive, store program related
data, and verify total emissions for the
control period, and the MATS. The EPA
would use the same system that it is
currently using to track emissions data
from the Acid Rain Program and the
NOx SIP Call. There are a number of
advantages to the sources, States, and
EPA to using this existing system. Since
many units are already reporting to the
system for purposes of the Acid Rain
Program and NOx Budget Trading
Program, using this existing system will
represent little change for many units
and EPA. This will help to reduce
administrative costs for both units and
EPA and will help to minimize startup
problems associated with a new
program. It also means that each State
will not need to develop, maintain and
operate such a system.

In addition to receiving the emissions
data, quality assuring it, and providing
reports to both States and units about
the emissions data, EPA would have
several other responsibilities as the
administrator of the data system. The
EPA would be involved in approval of
any petitions for alternatives to the
allowable monitoring methods. The EPA
would also be involved in providing
units and States assistance in using the
data system. This assistance may
include: Answering individual
questions from units and States,
providing guidance documents and
training for units and States, and
providing software to assist in the
submittal of program related data.

As the administrator of MATS, EPA
would be responsible for receiving
applications for Hg AARs, tracking all
official transfers of Hg allowances, and
using the end of control season
emissions data and Hg allowance data to
determine compliance for the control
season. In order for EPA to play this
role, each State would have to provide
EPA with its Hg allowance allocations
consistent with a prescribed schedule
and format. The Hg AARs for individual
sources would have to provide EPA
with information about all official Hg
allowance transfers in a prescribed
format. The Hg AAR’s would also have
to provide EPA with an end of control
period compliance certification. At the
end of the control period, EPA would
use all of this data to determine how
many Hg allowances should be
deducted from each source’s
compliance account. In the event that
there were not enough Hg allowances to
cover a source’s emissions for a control

period, EPA would notify the State and
would automatically deduct Hg
allowances for the next control period
according to the emissions offset
provisions set forth in the proposed
trading rule.

The main joint role that EPA and
States would have is for the approval of
alternatives to the allowable monitoring
methods. This role is more fully
discussed in Section V.C.9 of the
preamble on monitoring.

C. Approvability of Trading Rule Within
a State Plan

1. Necessary Common Components of
Trading Rule

The EPA intends to approve the
portion of any State’s plan submission
that adopts the model rule, provided: (1)
The State has the legal authority to
adopt the model rule and implement its
responsibilities under the model rule,
and (2) the state plan submission
accurately reflects the Hg reductions to
be expected from the State’s adoption of
the model rule. Provided a State meets
these two criteria, then EPA intends to
approve the model rule portion of the
State’s plan submission.

State adoption of the model rule
would ensure consistency in certain key
operational elements of the program
among participating States, while
allowing each State flexibility in other
important program elements.
Uniformity of the key operational
elements is necessary to ensure a viable
and efficient trading program with low
transaction costs and minimum
administrative costs for sources, States,
and EPA. Consistency in areas such as
allowance management, compliance,
penalties, banking, emissions
monitoring and reporting and
accountability are essential.

The EPA’s intent in issuing a model
rule for the Hg Budget Trading Program
is to provide States with a model
program that serves as an approvable
strategy for achieving the required
reductions. States choosing to
participate in the program will be
responsible for adopting State
regulations to support the Hg Budget
Trading Program, and submitting those
rules as part of the state plan. There are
two alternatives for a State to use in
joining the Hg Budget Trading Program:
incorporate 40 CFR part 60, subpart
HHHH by reference into the State’s
regulations or adopt State regulations
that mirror 40 CFR part 60, subpart
HHHH, but for the potential variations
described below.

Some variations and omissions from
the model rule are acceptable in a State
rule. This approach provides States
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flexibility while still ensuring the
environmental results and
administrative feasibility of the
program. EPA proposes that in order for
a state plan to be approved for State
participation in the Hg Budget Trading
Program, the State rule should not
deviate from the model rule except in
the area of allowance allocation
methodology. Allowances allocation
methodology includes any updating
system and any methodology for
allocating to new units.

State plans incorporating a trading
program that is not approved for
inclusion in the Hg Budget Trading
Program may still be acceptable for
purposes of achieving some or all of a
State’s obligations provided the general
criteria. However, only States
participating in the Hg Budget Trading
Program would be included in EPA’s
tracking systems for Hg emissions and
allowances used to administer the
multi-state trading program.

In terms of allocations, States must
include an allocation section in their
rule, conform to the timing
requirements for submission of
allocations to EPA that are described in
this preamble, and allocate an amount
of allowances that does not exceed their
State trading program budget. However,
States may allocate allowances to
budget sources according to whatever
methodology they choose. The EPA has
included an optional allocation
methodology but States are free to
allocate as they see fit within the
bounds specified above, and still receive
state plan approval for purposes of the
Hg Budget Trading Program.

2. Revisions to Regulations

Today’s action proposes revisions to
the regulatory provisions in 40 CFR
60.21 and 60.24 to make clear that a
standard of performance for existing
sources under section 111(d) may
include an allowance program of the
type described today.

D. Co-Proposal of Cap- and Trade
Program under CAA Section 112(n)

In the January 30, 2004 NPR, EPA has
taken comment on a proposal to
promulgate, under section 112(n)(1)(A),
a cap-and-trade program for Hg from
coal-fired Utility Units. The model rule
proposed here for Section 111 would
serve as the Federal trading rule if the
EPA decides to promulgate a cap-and-
trade program under CAA Section 112.
In general, a trading program under
Section 112(n)(1)(A) would be federally
implemented with the EPA serving as
the permitting authority, unlike Section
111 which has the States serving as the
permitting authority. Today’s proposed

model trading rule would be
implemented the same for each state
with no opportunity for flexibility for
certain operational aspects of the
trading program (i.e., allocation
methodologies) among different States.

In implementing this program under
section 112(n), EPA would adopt caps
and establish deadlines similar to those
published on January 30, 2004 under
the section 111 cap and trade proposal.
EPA would allocate these cap levels of
annual emissions across coal-fired units
using the proposed MACT emission
limits presented in the NPR and the
proportionate share of their baseline
heat input to total heat input of all
affected units. Alternatively, EPA could
allocate these cap levels of annual
emissions across all coal-fired Utility
Units in accordance with the allocation
methodology identified in today’s
section 111 cap-and-trade proposal. EPA
is soliciting comment on this alternative
proposal.

For new units under a section 112
trading program, EPA is proposing they
would be covered under the cap and
would use a similar new unit set-aside
in combination with an updating
allocation system discussed under
today’s section 111 proposal and
provided in today’s regulatory text.
Since no NSPS would be required under
section 112, EPA would also make
adjustments to its new unit allocation
methodology proposed under section
111. EPA is proposing that initially the
new unit would receive allocation based
on their utilization/output and MACT
rate limitations proposed in the NPR,
until the new unit establishes a baseline
output and receives allowances through
the updating mechanism.

EPA is also proposing the use of a
safety valve of $2,187.50 per Hg
allowance (covering one ounce) under a
section 112 trading program. The safety
valve would be implemented similarly
to today’s section 111 trading program,
except that the funds would be collected
to the U.S. Treasury and not the State.
EPA is taking comment on the
implementation of a safety valve under
section 112 and EPA is taking comment
on whether it has authority under a
112(n)(1)(A) to collect payment from the
purchaser.

EPA would also require part 75
monitoring requirements identified in
today’s section 111 proposal. In
addition, a trading program under
section 112 would provide for
administrative appeals at EPA of final
agency actions under the program.

1V. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

In the NPR, EPA provided its review
of the statutory and executive order
requirements under this rulemaking.
These orders include: (1) Executive
Order 12866: Regulatory Planning and
Review, (2) Paperwork Reduction Act,
(3) Regulatory Flexibility Act, (4)
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995, (5) Executive Order 13132:
Federalism, (6) Executive Order 13175:
Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribal Governments, (7)
Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children from Environmental Health
and Safety Risks, (8) Executive Order
13211: Actions Concerning Regulations
that Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use, and (9) National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act.

The following provides a summary of
EPA’s conclusions. For Executive Order
12866: Regulatory Planning and Review,
EPA concluded the proposed rule was
an economically “significant regulatory
action”” because the annual cost may
exceed $100 million dollars. For the
Paperwork Reduction Act, EPA
provided an analysis of the information
collection requirements required by the
proposed rule. For the Regulatory
Flexibility Act, EPA determined that the
proposed rule will not have a significant
impact on a substantial number of small
entities. For the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995, EPA determined
that the proposed rule contains a
Federal mandate that may result in
expenditures of $100 million or more
for State, local, and Tribal governments,
in aggregate, or the private sector in any
one year; and accordingly, EPA
prepared a written statement under
section 202 of the UMRA which is
summarized in the NPR. For Executive
Order 13132 and Executive Order
13175, EPA concluded that the
proposed rule did not have federalism
or tribal implications. For Executive
Order 1304, EPA concluded the
strategies proposed in the NPR will
further improve air quality and will
further improve children’s health. For
Executive Order 13211, EPA concluded
that the proposed rule was significant
because the proposal had a greater than
a 1% impact on the cost of electricity
production and because it results in the
retirement of greater than 500 MW of
coal-fired generation. In this SNPR, EPA
is not making changes to these statutory
and executive order conclusions.

Section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement
Act of 1995 (NTTAA), Pub. L. No. 104—
113, section 12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272 note)
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directs EPA to use voluntary consensus
standards in its regulatory activities
unless to do so would be inconsistent
with applicable law or otherwise
impractical. Voluntary consensus
standards are technical standards (e.g.,
materials specifications, test methods,
sampling procedures, and business
practices) that are developed or adopted
by voluntary consensus standards
bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA to
provide Congress, through OMB,
explanations when the Agency decides
not to use available and applicable
voluntary consensus standards.

This action proposes a model cap-
and-trade program including
environmental monitoring and
measurement provisions that States are
encouraged to adopt as part of their
SIPs. If States adopt those provisions,
sources that participate in the cap-and-
trade program would be required to
meet the applicable monitoring
requirements of part 75. Part 75
incorporates a number of voluntary
consensus standards.

Further discussion of how EPA
intends to adhere to the requirements of
the NTTAA in this rulemaking is
containing in a technical support
document that will be placed in the e-
docket by the date of publication of this
document.

Dated: February 24, 2004.
Michael O. Leavitt,
Administrator.

Appendix A to the Preamble—Proposed
Changes to Parts 72 and 75

I. Summary of Proposed Changes

As required by Title IV of the Act, Part 75
contains requirements for continuously
monitoring and reporting SO» mass
emissions, CO2 mass emissions, NOx
emission rate and heat input rate under the
Acid Rain Program. Subpart H of Part 75 also
provides NOx mass emission monitoring
guidelines that may be adopted for use under
a State or Federal NOx mass emission
reduction program. (Subpart H has in fact
been adopted under the NOx Budget Trading
Program established in response to the 1998
State Implementation Plan (SIP) Call by the
Administrator.) However, Part 75 does not
currently contain requirements for
monitoring or reporting mercury mass
emissions.

Today’s proposed rule would add Subpart
1(§§75.80 through 75.84) to Part 75. For
mercury mass emissions monitoring, Subpart
I would serve the same purpose as Subpart
H does for NOx mass emissions monitoring,
in that it would provide the monitoring
guidelines for a multi-state trading program.
Subpart I would provide standard procedures
for obtaining precise, reliable, accessible, and
timely mercury mass emissions data under
such a program.

If the proposed Subpart I monitoring
provisions were to be adopted as part of a

mercury mass emission reduction program,
States would not have to develop their own
mercury emission reduction strategies and
industry would not have to become familiar
with and implement multiple approaches to
achieving the required emission reductions.

Today’s proposed rule would add specific
mercury monitoring provisions to Parts 72
and 75, in support of Subpart I. One
definition in § 72.2 would be revised and one
new definition would be added. The
proposal would add two new sections to Part
75 (§§ 75.38 and 75.39), and would revise
§§75.2,75.10, 75.15, 75.20, 75.21, 75.22,
75.24,75.31, 75.32, 75.33, 75.37, 75.38,
75.39, 75.53, 75.57, 75.58, and 75.59.
Revisions to Appendices A, B, and F of 40
CFR part 75 are also proposed. The proposed
amendments to Parts 72 and 75 would only
apply to sources in a State or Federal
mercury mass emissions reduction program
that adopts the monitoring provisions of
Subpart .

Today’s proposed rule therefore
encourages States to consider implementing
a cap-and-trade program for mercury mass
emissions reduction, using Part 75
monitoring. Having a standardized approach
to emissions monitoring would greatly
facilitate the administration of such a
program. It would also establish a “level
playing field” among the regulated sources,
thereby ensuring the integrity of the
commodity being traded (i.e., the emission
allowances). These concepts have been
convincingly demonstrated by the success of
the EPA’s Acid Rain Program.

II. Detailed Discussion of the Proposed
Revisions

A. Monitoring Requirements for a Mercury
Trading Program

Today’s proposed rule would add emission
monitoring requirements to Part 75 for a
mercury mass emission reduction program.
To achieve this, Subpart I, containing five
new sections (§§ 75.80 through 75.84), would
be added to the rule. Compliance with
Subpart I would be required only if the
mercury monitoring provisions of Subpart I
were adopted as an element of a State or
Federal mercury mass emissions reduction
program.

Under proposed § 75.80(a), the term
“affected unit” would mean any coal-fired
unit subject to such a program. The
“permitting authority”” would be the State or
Federal authority under which the program
is implemented, and the “designated
representative” would be the party
responsible to ensure that the affected unit
compliance with the program requirements.

If an affected unit in the mercury mass
emission reduction program were also
subject to the Acid Rain Program or to other
programs requiring the use of Part 75
monitoring (e.g., the NOx Budget Trading
Program), the owner or operator would have
to comply with the mercury monitoring
provisions in addition to the monitoring
requirements of the other program(s).
Compliance with the monitoring and
reporting provisions of Subpart I would be
required by the applicable deadline specified
in the State or Federal regulations
establishing the trading program.

Regarding the monitoring of mercury
emissions, proposed § 75.80(c) sets forth
prohibitions similar to those outlined in the
Acid Rain Program. Specifically, the use of
any other alternative monitoring system,
reference method, or continuous emission
monitoring system without obtaining prior
written approval from the permitting
authority would be prohibited. In addition,
the owner or operator of an affected unit
would be prohibited from: (1) Operating the
unit so as to discharge mercury to the
atmosphere without accounting for such
emissions; (2) disrupting the continuous
emission monitoring system or any other
approved emission monitoring method to
thereby avoid monitoring and recording
mercury mass emissions; or (3) retiring or
permanently discontinuing the use of the
required continuous emission monitoring
systems, or any other approved emission
monitoring system(s) except in a few
precisely defined circumstances.

Proposed § 75.80(d) describes the initial
certification, recertification, and quality-
assurance (QA) requirements for the
monitoring systems needed to quantify
mercury mass emissions. In general, these
requirements would be the same as or similar
to the ones established for Acid Rain Program
monitoring systems in §§75.20 and 75.21
and in Appendix B of 40 CFR part 75. Since
most coal-fired electric generating units are
subject to the Acid Rain Program and are
familiar with the basic Part 75 monitor
certification and QA procedures, EPA
believes that this would facilitate compliance
with the mercury monitoring requirements.

Section 75.80(f) of the proposed rule would
require the owner or operator to report
substitute data values for every unit
operating hour in which a valid, quality-
assured hour of mercury emissions data is
not obtained with a certified monitoring
system or a reference method. For uncertified
monitoring systems, maximum potential
concentrations or emission rates would be
reported until all of the certification tests
have been passed. After certification, special
missing data algorithms would be used to
provide the substitute data values. These
missing data routines are discussed in greater
detail below, in section II.C.6 of this
appendix.

Proposed § 75.80(h) would allow sources to
petition for an alternative to any requirement
of Subpart I. The petition would have to meet
the requirements of § 75.66 and any
additional requirements established by the
State or Federal mercury mass emission
reduction program.

Proposed § 75.81 sets forth the general
requirements for monitoring mercury
emissions and heat input for affected units
with simple exhaust configurations (i.e., one
unit, one stack). Note that although mercury
compliance would be determined on a
facility-wide basis, the emissions from each
individual unit at the facility would be
monitored, in the same manner as is done
under the Acid Rain and NOx Budget
Programs. The owner or operator would be
required to determine hourly mercury mass
emissions in one of two ways: (1) by
monitoring the mercury emission rate (Ibs/
1072 Btu), the unit heat input rate (mmBtu/



12416

Federal Register/Vol. 69, No. 51/Tuesday, March 16, 2004 /Proposed Rules

hr), and the unit operating time (hr); or (2)
measuring mercury concentration (pg/dscm),
the stack gas flow rate (scth), and the unit
operating time (hr). In both cases, the hourly
mercury mass emissions (in ounces) would
be determined by multiplying the measured
parameters together and using a conversion
constant to obtain the desired units of
measure.

To use the first mercury mass monitoring
option (i.e., mercury emission rate times heat
input rate), the owner or operator would be
required to install a mercury-diluent CEMS
(consisting of a mercury concentration
monitor and an O, or CO> diluent gas
monitor), a flow rate monitoring system, and
a continuous moisture monitoring system (or
to use an appropriate default moisture value,
either from § 75.11 or § 75.12, or a site-
specific value approved by petition under
§75.66).

If the source elected to use the second
mercury mass monitoring option (i.e.,
mercury concentration multiplied by flow
rate), a mercury concentration monitor or a
sorbent trap monitoring system would be
required, along with a flow rate monitoring
system, a continuous moisture monitoring
system (or approved default moisture value),
and, if heat input monitoring is required
under the trading program, the owner or
operator would also have to certify an O, or
CO2 monitoring system. Regarding the use of
sorbent trap monitoring systems, two
versions of § 75.81(b)(1) are being proposed,
corresponding to two alternative approaches
discussed in detail below, in section II.B.3 of
this appendix. Under Alternative # 1, the use
of sorbent trap systems would be restricted
to affected units that emit less than 9 lbs (144
ounces) of mercury per year (i.e., on a 3-year
average basis, for the same calendar years
used to allocate the Hg allowances). Under
Alternative # 2, this restriction does not
appear in proposed § 75.81(b)(1). Finally,
note that under proposed § 75.81(c), new
units that commence commercial operation
more than 6 months after the date of
publication of the final rule implementing
the trading program would be required to use
mercury CEMS. For new coal-fired electric
generating units, this is consistent with the
monitoring requirements for other pollutants
(e.g., SOz, NOx) under NSPS and the Acid
Rain Program.

Section 75.82 of the proposed Subpart I
sets forth requirements for monitoring
emissions from units with common stack or
multiple stack exhaust configurations. While
many power plants have simple one unit-one
stack exhaust configurations with CEMS
installed on the stack, other plants have more
than one unit discharging through a common
stack or have a unit that discharges through
multiple stacks. The emission calculations
for a single unit with a single stack are
relatively simple, but complications can arise
with the calculations for common or multiple
stacks. These configurations sometimes
require special monitoring and apportioning
methodologies, as described in proposed
§75.82. The provisions in § 75.82 mirror,
when appropriate, existing Part 75 provisions
for monitoring SO, and NOx mass emissions
from similar units and groups of units.

Proposed § 75.83 of Subpart I would
establish the requirement to calculate

mercury mass emissions and heat input rate
in accordance with Appendix F of Part 75.
For a detailed discussion of these
calculations, see section II.C.12 of this
appendix.

Finally, proposed § 75.84 of Subpart I sets
forth the general recordkeeping and reporting
requirements associated with mercury mass
emission monitoring. For the most part,
proposed § 75.84 refers to other sections of
Part 75, where the specific recordkeeping and
reporting requirements are found, although
note that a few provisions in § 75.84 are
unique and appear only in that section.

B. Types of Mercury Monitoring Systems
1. Mercury CEMS

Today’s proposed rule would expand the
definition of “continuous emission
monitoring system or CEMS” to include a
“‘Hg concentration monitoring system’ and a
“Hg-diluent monitoring system”. A mercury
concentration monitoring system would
consist of a mercury pollutant concentration
monitor and an automated data acquisition
and handling system (DAHS), and would
provide a permanent, continuous record of
mercury emissions in units of micrograms
per dry standard cubic meter (ug/dscm).

A mercury-diluent monitoring system
would consist of a mercury pollutant
concentration monitor, a diluent gas (CO2 or
O) monitor, and an automated DAHS. The
monitoring system would provide a
permanent, continuous record of: Mercury
concentration in units of micrograms per dry
standard cubic meter (ug/dscm); diluent gas
concentration (in percent Oz or COo); and
mercury emission rate in units of pounds per
trillion British thermal units (1Ib/1012 Btu).

2. Sorbent Trap Systems

Today’s proposed rule would also add a
new definition to § 72.2, i.e., the definition of
a ““sorbent trap monitoring system”. As set
forth in the proposed definition in §72.2, a
sorbent trap monitoring system would
consist of a probe, a pair of sorbent traps
(each containing a reagent such as iodinized
carbon (IC)), a heated umbilical line,
moisture removal components, an air-tight
sample pump, a dry gas meter, and an
automated data acquisition and handling
system (DAHS). The monitoring system
would sample the stack gas at a rate
proportional to the stack gas volumetric flow
rate. The sampling would be done as a batch
process, with the sorbent traps being used for
a data collection period ranging from hours
to weeks, depending upon the mercury
concentration in the stack. Using the sample
volume measured by the dry gas meter
during the data collection period and the
results of laboratory analysis of the mercury
captured in the sorbent traps, the mercury
concentration in the stack gas would be
determined in units of micrograms per dry
standard cubic meter (pg/dscm). Mercury
mass emissions for each hour in the sampling
period would then be calculated using the
higher of the two average mercury
concentrations obtained with the paired
sorbent traps for that period in conjunction
with contemporaneous measurements of the
stack gas flow rate.

3. Use of Mercury CEMS and Sorbent Trap
Systems

In today’s proposed rule, EPA solicits
comment on two alternative approaches
concerning the use of Hg CEMS and sorbent
trap monitoring systems in a Hg mass
emissions trading program. Proposed rule
language for both alternatives is provided.
The two alternatives are as follows:

Alternative 1: Under this approach, EPA
would allow the use of sorbent trap systems
for a subset of the affected units. The use of
sorbent traps would be limited to low-
emitting units, having estimated 3-year
average Hg emissions of 144 ounces (9 1b) or
less, for the same three calendar years used
to allocate the Hg allowances. The threshold
value of 9 1b per year is based on 1999 data
gathered by EPA under an information
collection request (ICR) that appeared in the
Federal Register on April 9, 1998. Based
solely on the 1999 ICR data, 228 of the 1120
coal-fired electrical generating units in the
database (i.e., 20 percent of the units),
representing 1 percent of the 48 tons of
estimated nationwide emissions, would
qualify to use sorbent trap monitoring
systems.

This approach is consistent with the way
that EPA has implemented the Acid Rain and
NOx Budget Programs. In both of these
trading programs, the use of CEMS has been
required with few exceptions. Alternatives to
CEMS have only been allowed where either:
(1) The emissions contributed by a particular
category of affected sources are at a very low
level in comparison to the emissions “cap”
for the program (for example, oil and gas-
fired units may use the procedures in
Appendix D of Part 75 for SO2 mass
emissions accounting, and oil and gas-fired
peaking units may use Appendix E for NOx
emissions accounting); or (2) an alternative
monitoring system has been demonstrated,
according to the criteria in Subpart E of Part
75, to be capable of generating data that has
the same precision, reliability, accuracy, and
timeliness as a CEMS.

This general approach to emissions
monitoring has worked well in the Acid Rain
and NOx Budget Trading Programs. All
required CEMS must undergo rigorous initial
certification testing and periodic quality-
assurance testing, and must conform to Part
75 performance specifications. Emissions
data from the monitoring systems are
reduced in a consistent manner that
represent real-time conditions. A standard set
of data validation rules and substitute data
procedures apply to all of the CEMS. These
stringent requirements provide an accurate
accounting of the mass emissions from each
affected unit and ensure a “level playing
field” among the regulated sources. This in
turn inspires confidence among the trading
program participants in the integrity of the
commodity being traded (i.e., the emission
allowances).

Alternative 1 restricts the use of sorbent
trap monitoring systems for the same reason
that Part 75 restricts the use of Appendices
D and E for SOz and NOx emissions
accounting, i.e., because the methodology
represents a departure from traditional CEMS
technology. Nevertheless, in light of recent
field studies which have indicated that
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sorbent traps are capable of providing
accurate measurements of mercury
concentration that compare favorably to
measurements made with mercury CEMS
(Docket 2002—0056, Items 0023 through
0027), EPA is taking comment on the
following alternative Hg emission thresholds,
below which the sorbent trap systems could
be used: 29 lb/year, 46 Ib/year, and 76 b/
year. Based on the 1999 ICR data, these
thresholds would represent, respectively, 5,
10, and 20 percent, respectively, of the
estimated nationwide emissions, and would
allow 39, 50, and 65 percent, respectively, of
the affected units to use the sorbent trap
systems.

Alternative 2: The EPA is also proposing a
second continuous Hg monitoring alternative
whereby any source could use either CEMS
or sorbent traps, on the condition that
quarterly relative accuracy testing of each
sorbent trap system is performed. A full 9-
run RATA would be required annually and
a 3-run relative accuracy audit (RAA) would
be required in each of the other quarters of
the year in which the unit operates for at
least 168 hours. For sources with annual Hg
emissions below the specified threshold
value, the QA requirements for sorbent trap
monitoring systems would be less, with only
an annual RATA being required.

The EPA believes that in order to extend
the use of sorbent trap systems to the units
that potentially account for 80 percent (or
more) of the Hg emissions in the budget for
an emissions trading program, an additional,
substantive quarterly QA test should be
required. This is consistent with the QA
requirements of Parts 60 and 75, for monitors
that are used for compliance determination.
Both Part 60 and Part 75 require at least one
such QA test to be performed each quarter.
Appendix F of Part 60 requires affected
facilities to perform a RATA in one calendar
quarter of the year and to perform either a
cylinder gas audit (CGA) or a RAA in the
other three quarters. Under Appendix B of
Part 75, quarterly linearity checks are
required, in addition to semiannual or annual
RATA. Because sorbent trap systems cannot
be calibrated with cylinder gases, linearity
checks and CGA are not feasible. Therefore,
a RATA would be required in one quarter
and an RAA in the other three quarters.
However, note that the Agency is willing to
consider replacing the RAA requirement with
another type of substantive quarterly QA test,
if commenters who favor the use of sorbent
trap systems are aware of, and can provide
details of, any such test or procedure.

C. Adapting Part 75 Monitoring to a Mercury
Trading Program

Today’s proposed rule would amend the
text and appendices of Part 75 to set forth
requirements for the continuous monitoring
and reporting of mercury mass emissions
under a trading program that adopts Subpart
L

The proposed revisions include a number
of changes that EPA believes would facilitate
the implementation of such a program. These
include, but are not limited to, special
provisions for measuring mercury mass
emissions with sorbent trap monitoring
systems, quality assurance and quality

control requirements for mercury CEMS and
sorbent traps, missing data procedures for
both mercury CEMS and sorbent trap
systems, determination of monitor
availability, recordkeeping and reporting
provisions, and mathematical equations for
quantifying mercury mass emissions.

The majority of the proposed changes are
substantive, and are patterned after
requirements already established for SO, and
NOx monitors. EPA believes that this would
greatly assist the affected sources in
becoming familiar with the new requirements
and would maintain a consistency between
the new rule requirements and those already
established by Part 75. The proposed
revisions would require mercury emissions
data to be reported to EPA in electronic
quarterly reports, in a format similar to the
one currently used for SO, and NOx
emissions reporting.

1. Applicability

Today’s proposed rule would add
paragraph (d) to § 75.2, indicating that the
mercury monitoring provisions of Part 75
would apply to sources subject to a State or
Federal mercury mass emission reduction
program only to the extent that Part 75
monitoring is adopted by such a program.

2. General Operating Requirements for
Mercury Monitoring Systems

EPA proposes to amend § 75.10 to include
general operating requirements for mercury
CEMS (i.e., mercury concentration
monitoring systems and mercury-diluent
monitoring systems). These revisions would
require all data collected by the mercury
CEMS to be reduced to hourly averages, in
the same manner as is done for SO, NOx,
CO: and flow rate monitors. Mercury CEMS
would also have the same minimum data
capture requirements as other Part 75 CEMS
to validate the hourly averages.

3. Special Operating Procedures for Sorbent
Trap Monitoring Systems

EPA proposes to add text to § 75.15
(previously reserved), to set forth special
provisions for measuring mercury mass
emissions with sorbent traps. For each
monitoring system, the use of paired sorbent
traps would be required. The use of
redundant backup systems would be
allowed, provided that each backup system
uses paired sorbent traps. A stack flow
monitor and a moisture monitoring system
(or approved moisture constant) would be
used in conjunction with the sorbent trap
system to quantify mercury mass emissions.

Each sorbent trap monitoring system
would be installed and operated in
accordance with EPA Method 324. This
method specifies the minimum quality
assurance and quality control procedures
necessary to ensure proper operation of the
system. Mercury sampling would be
proportional to the stack gas volumetric flow
rate. In section 6.5.2.1 of Appendix A to Part
75, there is a standardized procedure for
dividing the operating range of the affected
unit into three load levels, i.e., low, mid, and
high, and for identifying which of these load
levels is normal. For the purposes of
applying Method 324, an intermediate
sampling rate of 0.3 to 0.5 liters per minute

through each sorbent trap would be used
when the unit is operating at the normal load
level, whether low, mid, or high. The
sampling rate would then be increased or
decreased, as appropriate, by 0.1 liters/min
when the unit operates at the other two load
levels. EPA solicits comment on the
appropriateness of this sample rate
adjustment procedure.

After each sample collection period (the
length of which would depend upon the
expected mercury concentration in the stack
gas), the mass of mercury adsorbed in the
sorbent trap would be determined using
Method 324. For each sorbent trap, the
average mercury concentration (pg/dscm) for
the collection period would be calculated by
dividing the total mercury mass by the total
volume of dry gas metered. For each pair of
sorbent traps, the higher of the two average
Hg concentrations would be used for
reporting purposes. Finally, the mercury
mass emissions for each hour of the
collection period would be determined using
the average mercury concentration in
conjunction with the hourly flow rates
recorded by the stack flow monitor.

All valid data from the primary sorbent
trap monitoring system would be required to
be reported in the electronic quarterly report
under § 75.84(f). When the primary
monitoring system is non-operational or for
hours in which data from that system are
invalid (as determined using the quality
control procedures in section 9.0 of Method
324), the owner or operator would have the
option of reporting valid mercury
concentration data from a certified redundant
backup monitoring system or from the
Ontario Hydro reference method. However, if
for a particular hour no quality-assured
mercury concentration data are available, the
owner or operator would report the
appropriate substitute data values, in
accordance with proposed § 75.39.

4. Certification and Recertification of
Mercury Monitoring Systems

Proposed revisions to § 75.20 would
specify the required initial certification tests
for mercury CEMS and sorbent trap
monitoring systems. The mercury
concentration and mercury-diluent CEMS
would be required to undergo the same full
battery of certification tests that is required
for SOz and NOx monitoring systems (i.e., 7-
day calibration error tests, linearity checks,
cycle time tests, and relative accuracy test
audits (RATAS)). In addition, a 3-point check
of the converter, using HgCl, standards, as
described in sections 8.3 and 13.1 of
proposed Performance Specification 12A,
would be required. For sorbent trap
monitoring systems, only a RATA would be
required for initial certification, since the 7-
day calibration error test, linearity check and
cycle time test, all of which require
calibration gas injection, cannot be
performed on a sorbent trap system.
Proposed revisions to §§ 75.21 and 75.22
would require the Ontario Hydro method to
be used as the mercury concentration
reference method for relative accuracy
testing. Under the proposed revisions to
§75.20(b), all three types of mercury
monitoring systems would be subject to the
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same recertification requirements as the other
Part 75 monitoring systems.

5. Bias Adjustment of Mercury Emissions
Data

Today’s proposed rule would amend
§ 75.24 to require mercury emissions data to
be adjusted for bias in the same manner as
is done for SO, NOx, and flow rate data. If
the bias test performed on the relative
accuracy data indicates that a mercury-
diluent monitoring system, a mercury
concentration monitoring system, or a
sorbent trap monitoring system is biased low
with respect to the reference method, the
owner or operator would be required to
either: (1) Adjust the monitoring system to
eliminate the cause of the bias and perform
another RATA to verify that the bias has been
eliminated; or (2) calculate a bias adjustment
factor (BAF) and apply it to the subsequent
mercury emissions data recorded by the
monitoring system.

6. Missing Data Procedures for Mercury
Monitoring Systems

For mercury concentration and mercury-
diluent CEMS, proposed revisions to § 75.31
would require the same initial missing data
procedures that are used for SO, monitors to
be applied until 720 hours of quality-assured
mercury concentration or mercury emission
rate data have been collected, following
initial certification of the CEMS. That is, the
hourly values of mercury concentration or
mercury emission rate recorded immediately
before and after the missing data event would
be averaged and applied to each hour of the
missing data period.

EPA proposes to amend § 75.32 to require
the percent monitor data availability (PMA)
to be calculated and reported after 720 hours
of quality-assured mercury concentration or
mercury emission rate data have been
collected following initial certification. At
that point, the owner or operator would
switch from using the initial missing data
procedures to the proposed standard missing
data procedures in § 75.38. The proposed
standard missing data procedures for
mercury CEMS are modeled after the familiar
SO, missing data algorithms in § 75.33(b).
EPA considered using the load-based NOx
missing data routines in § 75.33(c) as the
model for mercury, but this approach is not
being proposed, in the absence of any data
indicating that vapor phase mercury
emissions are load-dependent. The Agency
solicits comments on the proposed missing
data approach.

For a unit equipped with a flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) system that
meaningfully reduces the concentration of
mercury emitted to the atmosphere, or for a
unit equipped with add-on mercury emission
controls, the initial and standard mercury
missing data procedures would apply only
when the FGD or add-on controls are
documented to be operating properly, in
accordance with § 75.58(b)(3). A certification
statement from the designated representative
verifying proper operation of the emission
controls during the missing data periods
would be required in each electronic
quarterly report. For any hour in which the
FGD or add-on controls are not operating
properly, the maximum potential mercury

concentration (MPC) or the maximum
potential mercury emission rate (MER) would
be the required substitute data value.

Also for units equipped with FGD systems
or add-on mercury emission controls,
proposed § 75.38 would allow the owner or
operator to petition to use the maximum
controlled mercury concentration or
emission rate in the 720-hour missing data
lookback (in lieu of the maximum recorded
value) when the PMA is less than 90.0
percent.

In proposed § 75.39, EPA would add initial
and standard missing data procedures for
sorbent trap monitoring systems. Once a
sorbent trap monitoring system has been
certified, missing data would be substituted
whenever a gas sample is not extracted from
the stack, or when the results of the mercury
analyses representing a particular period of
unit operation are missing or invalid. In the
latter case, the missing data period would
begin when the sorbent traps for which the
mercury analyses are missing or invalid were
put into service and would end when valid
mercury concentration data are first obtained
with another pair of sorbent traps.

The initial missing data procedures would
be applied from the hour of certification until
720 quality-assured hours of data have been
collected with the sorbent traps. The initial
missing data algorithm would require the
owner or operator to average the mercury
concentrations from all valid sorbent trap
analyses to date, including data from the
initial certification test runs, and to fill in
this average concentration for each hour of
the missing data period.

Once 720 quality-assured hours of mercury
concentration data are collected, the owner
or operator would begin reporting the percent
monitor data availability (PMA) and would
begin using the standard missing data
algorithms. The standard missing data
procedures for sorbent trap systems would
follow a “‘tiered” approach, based on the
PMA. For example, at high PMA (= 95.0%),
the substitute data value would be the
average mercury concentration obtained from
all valid sorbent trap analyses in the previous
12 months. At lower PMA values, the
substitute data values would become
increasingly conservative, until finally, if the
PMA drops below 80.0%), the maximum
potential mercury concentration (MPC)
would be reported.

Similar to the proposed provision for
mercury CEMS, if a unit that uses sorbent
traps is equipped with an FGD system or
add-on mercury emission controls, the initial
and standard missing data procedures could
only be applied for hours in which proper
operation of the emission controls was
documented. In the absence of such
documentation, the mercury MPC would be
reported.

7. Monitoring Plan Information for Mercury
Monitoring Systems

EPA is proposing to amend § 75.53 to
require the owner or operator to provide
essential information for each mercury
monitoring system in the monitoring plan for
the affected unit. The information to be
provided would include the identification
and description of each monitoring system
component (e.g., the analyzer, DAHS, etc.).

For each mercury CEMS, the maximum
potential mercury concentration, the
maximum expected concentration (if
applicable), the maximum potential mercury
emission rate (if applicable), span value(s),
full-scale range(s), daily calibration units of
measure, and other specified parameters
would be defined in the monitoring plan.
Appropriate formulas for calculating mercury
emission rate (if applicable) and mercury
mass emissions would also be included in
the plan.

8. Recordkeeping and Reporting

Today’s proposed rule would amend
§75.57 to add general recordkeeping
provisions for mercury monitoring systems
and the auxiliary monitors (flow, moisture,
and O or CO2) needed to quantify mercury
mass emissions and heat input. The owner or
operator would be required to record data
from these monitoring systems on an hourly
average basis, and to report it electronically
on a quarterly basis.

For mercury concentration CEMS, the
owner or operator would record, for each
operating hour, information such as the
component-system identification codes, the
date and hour, the average mercury
concentration, the bias-adjusted mercury
concentration (if a bias adjustment factor
(BAF) is required), the method of
determination codes for the mercury
concentration, flow rate and moisture data,
and the percent monitor data availability for
each monitored parameter.

For mercury-diluent systems, the owner or
operator would record hourly information
such as the monitoring system and
component identification codes, the date and
hour, the average mercury and diluent gas
concentrations, the average stack gas flow
rate and moisture content, the average
mercury emission rate, the bias-adjusted
mercury emission rate (if a BAF is required),
the percent monitor data availability for
mercury emission rate, flow rate and
moisture, the method of determination codes
for the mercury emission rate, flow rate,
percent moisture and diluent gas
concentration, the identification codes for
emissions formulas used to calculate the
mercury emission rate and mercury mass
emissions, and the F-factor used to convert
mercury concentrations into emission rates.

For sorbent trap monitoring systems, the
owner or operator would record hourly
information such as component-system
identification codes, date and hour, average
mercury concentration, bias-adjusted
mercury concentration (if a BAF is required),
the method of determination codes and
percent monitor data availability for mercury
concentration, flow rate and moisture, the
average flow rate of the stack gas sample
through each sorbent trap, and the unit or
stack operating load level.

Today’s proposed rule would also amend
§75.59, the quality-assurance and quality-
control (QA/QC) recordkeeping section, to
require that records be kept of all QA tests
of mercury monitoring systems (e.g.,
calibrations, linearity checks, and RATAs).
The proposed revisions to § 75.59(a)(7)
would further require the following data
elements to be recorded for each RATA run
using the Ontario Hydro reference method:
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the percentage of CO2 and O; in the stack gas,
the moisture content of the stack gas, the
average stack temperature, the dry gas
volume metered, the percent isokinetic, the
particle-bound mercury collected by the
filter, blank, and probe rinse, the oxidized
mercury collected by the KCl impingers, the
elemental mercury collected in the HNO3
/H202 impinger and in the KMnO4 /H2SO4
impingers, the total mercury including
particle-bound mercury, and the total
mercury excluding particle-bound mercury.
Finally, for each sorbent trap monitoring
system, the owner or operator would be
required to record information such as the ID
number of the monitoring system in which
the paired sorbent traps are used to collect
mercury, the unique ID number of each
sorbent trap, the beginning and ending dates
and hours of the data collection period, the
two average mercury concentrations for the
data collection period, and information
documenting the results of the required
Method 324 leak checks, quality control
procedures, and laboratory analyses of the
mercury collected by the sorbent traps.

9. Span and Range Values for Mercury
Monitors

EPA proposes to amend section 2 of
Appendix A to Part 75, by adding a new sub-
section, 2.1.7, to address span and range
issues for mercury CEMS.

Since the mercury content of different
types of coal is variable, the maximum
potential mercury concentration (MPC)
depends upon which type of coal is
combusted in the unit. For the initial MPC
determination, today’s proposed rule would
provide the owner or operator with three
options: (1) To use a fuel-specific default
value of 9 pg/dscm for bituminous coal, 10
pg/dscm for sub-bituminous coal, 16 pg/dscm
for lignite, and 1 pg/dscm for waste coal (if
different coals are blended, the highest MPC
value for any fuel in the blend would be
used); (2) to determine the MPC based on the
results of site-specific emission testing using
the Ontario Hydro method (at least three 2-
hour runs at normal load). This option would
be allowed only if the unit does not have
add-on mercury emission controls or a flue
gas desulfurization system, or if the testing is
done upstream of these control devices; or (3)
to base the MPC on 720 or more hours of
historical CEMS data, if the unit has a
mercury CEMS that has been tested for
relative accuracy against the Ontario Hydro
method and has met a relative accuracy
specification of 20.0% or less.

The terms “span” and ‘“range” do not
apply to sorbent trap monitoring systems;
however, note that an MPC determination
would be required for these monitoring
systems for the purposes of missing data
substitution. Also, for units using mercury-
diluent monitoring systems, calculation of
the maximum potential mercury emission
rate (MER), in units of 1b/1012 Btu, would be
required for purposes of missing data
substitution. To determine the MER, the
owner or operator would use the appropriate
emission rate equation from section 9 of
appendix F, substituting into the equation
the MPC value, the minimum expected CO>
concentration or maximum expected (O
concentration during normal operation

(excluding unit startup, shutdown, and
process upsets), the expected stack gas
moisture content (if applicable), and the
appropriate F-factor.

For units with FGD systems (including
fluidized bed units that use limestone
injection) and for units equipped with add-
on mercury emission controls (e.g., carbon
injection), a determination of the maximum
expected mercury concentration (MEG)
during normal, stable operation of the unit
and emission controls would be required. To
calculate the MEC, the previously-
determined MPC value would be substituted
into Equation A-2 in section 2.1.1.2 of Part
75, Appendix A. In applying Equation A-2,
units using add-on mercury emission
controls such as carbon injection would use
a mercury removal efficiency obtained from
design engineering calculations. For units
with FGD systems, the owner or operator
would use the best available estimate of the
mercury removal efficiency of the FGD.

The span and range value(s) for each
mercury monitor would be calculated as
follows. A “high” span value would be
determined by rounding the MPC value
upward to the next highest multiple of 10 pg/
dscm. If the affected unit is equipped with
an FGD system or add-on mercury emission
controls, and if the MEC value is less than
20 percent of the high span value and the
high span value is 20 pg/dscm or greater, the
owner or operator would be required to
define a second, low span value of 10 pg/
dscm.

If the owner or operator determines that
only a high span value is required, the full-
scale range of the mercury analyzer would be
set greater than or equal to the span value.

If two span values are required, the owner or
operator could either use two separate (high
and low) measurement scales, or quality-
assure two segments of a single measurement
scale.

The owner or operator would be required
to make a periodic evaluation (at least
annually of the MPC, MEC, span, and range
values for each mercury monitor, to make
any necessary span and range adjustments
and corresponding monitoring plan updates,
and to keep the results of the most recent
span and range evaluation on-site, in a format
suitable for inspection. Span and range
adjustments might be required, for example,
as a result of changes in the fuel supply,
changes in the manner of operation of the
unit, or with installation or removal of
emission controls. Each required span or
range adjustment would have to be made no
later than 45 days after the end of the quarter
in which the need to adjust the span or range
is identified, except that up to 90 days after
the end of that quarter would be allowed if
the calibration gases currently being used for
daily calibration error tests and linearity
checks are unsuitable for use with the new
span value.

If a full-scale range exceedance occurs
during a quarter and is not caused by a
monitor out-of-control period, for monitors
with a single measurement scale, the owner
or operator would report 200 percent of the
full-scale range as the hourly mercury
concentration until the readings come back
on-scale. If over-scaling occurs, appropriate

adjustments to the MPC, span, and range
would be required to prevent future full-scale
exceedances. For units with two separate
measurement scales, no further action would
be required if the low range is exceeded and
the high range is available. However, if the
high range is not able to provide quality
assured data at any time during the
continuation of a low-scale exceedance, then
the MPC would be reported until the
readings return to the low range or until the
high range is able to provide quality-assured
data.

Whenever changes are made to the MPC,
MEG, full-scale range, or span value of the
mercury monitor, the new settings, MPC or
MEC, and calculations of the adjusted span
value(s) would be represented in an updated
monitoring plan. The monitoring plan update
would be made in the quarter in which the
changes become effective. Whenever a span
adjustment is made, the owner or operator
would be required to ensure that the new
span value is reflected in the records for the
daily calibration error tests and quarterly
linearity checks. For mercury monitors, a
diagnostic linearity check would be required
when a span value is changed, using
calibration gases consistent with the new
span value.

10. Performance Specifications for Mercury
Monitoring Systems

Today’s proposed rule would amend
section 3 of Appendix A to Part 75 by setting
forth performance specifications for the
initial certification of mercury monitoring
systems. In particular, specifications for 7-
day calibration error tests, linearity checks,
cycle time tests, converter checks, and
RATAs are proposed. A bias test of each
mercury monitoring system would also be
required and a bias adjustment factor would
have to be applied to the subsequent data
generated by any monitoring system found to
have a low bias. For the 7-day calibration
error tests, linearity checks and cycle time
tests, proposed section 5.1.9 of Appendix A
would require the use of elemental mercury
calibration gas standards. For converter
checks, the use of HgCl, standards would be
required.

For each day of the 7-day calibration error
test, the monitor would not be permitted to
deviate from the zero or upscale reference
calibration gas by more than 5.0 percent of
the span value. As an alternative, if the span
value is 10 pg/dscm (i.e., the lowest
allowable span for a mercury monitor), the
calibration error test results would also be
acceptable if the absolute value of the
difference between the monitor response
value and the reference value (i.e., | R-A | in
Equation A-5 of Appendix A), is less than or
equal to 1.0 pg/dscm.

Linearity checks would be required for all
mercury CEMS. For dual-span units, the test
would be required on both measurement
scales (or at two distinct segments of a single
measurement scale). The maximum
allowable linearity error at any gas injection
level (low, mid, or high) would be 10.0% of
the reference gas tag value. Alternatively, the
results would be acceptable if the absolute
difference between the reference gas value
and the average analyzer response (i.e., |R—
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A|in Equation A—4 of Appendix A) does not
exceed 1.0 pg/dscm.

A cycle time test of each mercury CEMS
would be required. For this test, however,
EPA is not proposing any new performance
specification. The pass/fail criterion for the
cycle time test of a mercury concentration or
mercury-diluent monitoring system would be
the same as for a Part 75 gas monitoring
system (i.e., 15 minutes).

A 3-point check of the converter would be
required for each mercury monitor, using
HgCl, standards. The test would be
performed as described in section 8.3 of
proposed Performance Specification 12A
(PS—12A) and at each gas level, the monitor
would have to meet the 5.0% of span
specification in section 13.1 of proposed PS—
12A.

Relative accuracy testing of all three types
of mercury monitoring systems, i.e., mercury
concentration CEMS, mercury-diluent CEMS,
and sorbent trap monitoring systems, would
be required. The proposed relative accuracy
specification for these monitoring systems is
20.0 percent. Alternatively, for low-emitting
sources, where the average of the reference
method measurements of mercury
concentration during the relative accuracy
test audit is less than 5.0 pg/dscm, or where
the average mercury emission rate measured
by the reference method is less than 5.5 1b/
1012 Btu during the RATA, the test results
would be acceptable if the difference
between the mean value of the monitor
measurements and the reference method
mean value does not exceed 1.0 pg/dscm or
1.1 1b/1012 Btu (as applicable), in cases where
the relative accuracy specification of 20.0
percent is not achieved. Also, for low-
emitting sources that pass the RATA but fail
the bias test, proposed revisions to section
7.6.5(b) of Appendix A would allow the use
of a default BAF “cap” value of 1.250, if the
calculated BAF exceeds 1.250.

Finally, EPA proposes to revise sections
6.5(a) and 6.5.7 of Appendix A to require that
the RATAs of mercury monitoring systems be
performed while the unit is combusting coal.
The minimum acceptable time for each test
run using the Ontario Hydro reference
method would be 2 hours. For sorbent trap
monitoring systems, a new pair of sorbent
traps would be required to be used for each
RATA run.

11. On-Going Quality-Assurance of Mercury
Monitoring Systems

Today’s proposed rule would revise
sections 1 and 2 of Appendix B to Part 75 to
add specific quality-assurance and quality
control requirements for mercury monitoring
systems.

First, for sorbent trap monitoring systems,
EPA proposes to add a new section 1.5 to
Appendix B to set forth the minimum
acceptable elements of a QA/QC program for
these monitoring systems. As previously
noted, sorbent traps differ from traditional
CEMS, in that daily calibration checks and
quarterly linearity checks cannot be
performed on these systems. Thus, the on-
going quality of the data from a sorbent trap
system depends vitally on the manner of
operation of the system and the care with
which the sorbent traps are handled. In view

of this, EPA is proposing that the QA plan
for sorbent trap systems include the
following elements: (1) An explanation of the
procedures for inscribing and tracking a
unique identification number on each
sorbent trap; (2) an explanation of the leak
check procedures used and other QA
procedures used to ensure system integrity
and data quality (e.g., dry gas meter
calibrations, verification of moisture removal,
verifying air-tight pump operation; (3) the
data acceptance and quality-control criteria
in section 9.0 of Method 324; (4)
documentation of the procedures used to
transport and analyze the sorbent traps; (5)
documentation that the laboratory
performing the sorbent trap analyses is
certified by the International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) to have a proficiency
that meets the requirements of ISO 9000; and
(6) the rationale used to justify the minimum
acceptable data collection time for each
sorbent trap. Proposed section 1.5 also
requires records to be kept of the procedures
and details associated with the RATA testing
of the sorbent trap monitoring systems.

For mercury CEMS, revised section 2.1.1 of
Appendix B would require the same daily
calibration error tests to be performed on
mercury monitors as are done on other Part
75 monitors. Each mercury monitor would be
required to meet a daily calibration error
specification of either 7.5 percent of the span
value or an absolute difference of <1.5 pg/
dscm between the reference gas and the
analyzer response (whichever is less
restrictive).

A monthly 3-point check of the converter
would be required for each mercury monitor,
using HgCl, standards (see proposed section
2.6 and proposed revisions to Figure 1 in
Appendix B). This test would be done
according to section 8.3 of proposed
Performance Specification 12A and the
monitor would be required to meet an error
specification of 5.0% of span at each gas
level. The test would only be required for
months in which the unit operates for 168
hours or more.

Revised section 2.2.1 of Appendix A would
require quarterly linearity checks to be
performed on each mercury monitor.
Elemental mercury standards would be used
for these tests. Revised sections 2.3.1.2 and
2.3.1.3 of Appendix B would require an
annual RATA and bias test of each mercury
concentration monitoring system, each
mercury-diluent monitoring system, and each
sorbent trap monitoring system. The RATAs
would be performed at the normal load level.
If any monitoring system fails the bias test,
the owner or operator would calculate a bias
adjustment factor and apply it to the
subsequent hourly data recorded by that
system.

Regarding sorbent trap monitoring systems,
note that two versions of the amended
regulatory language and Figures in section 2
of Part 75, Appendix B are presented,
corresponding to Alternatives # 1 and # 2,
previously discussed in section II.B.3 of this
appendix. Under Alternative # 1, only an
annual RATA would be required in addition
to the Method 324 QA/QC procedures. Under
Alternative # 2, the annual RATA would be

required for all sorbent trap monitoring
systems, and additional quarterly 3-run
relative accuracy audits (RAAs) would be
required if the unit’s average Hg emissions
exceed 9 lbs/yr for the same calendar years
used to allocate the Hg allowances. The
RAAs would be required in every QA
operating quarter (i.e., quarters with at least
168 unit or stack operating hours) following
initial certification, except for quarters in
which a full RATA is performed.

EPA believes that the proposed
performance specifications for the initial
certification tests and on-going quality-
assurance tests are reasonable and
achievable, in view of the results of recent
field evaluations of mercury CEMS and
sorbent traps (Docket 2002—0056, Items #
0023 through 0027). The Agency solicits
comment on the appropriateness of the
proposed specifications.

12. Calculation of Mercury Mass Emissions

Today’s proposed rule would add section
9 to Appendix F of Part 75. Proposed section
9 would provide the necessary equations for
calculating the hourly, quarterly, and year-to-
date mercury mass emissions. Three new
equations, F-28, F-29, and F-30, would be
added to Appendix F.

Equation F-28 would be used to determine
the hourly mercury mass emissions (in
ounces, rounded to one decimal place), when
the mercury concentration (in pg/dscm)is
measured with a mercury concentration
CEMS or with a sorbent trap system. For
units using mercury-diluent CEMS, proposed
section 9.1.2 of Appendix F would require
the measured hourly emission rate (in 1b/1012
Btu) to be determined using a modified
version of Equation F-5 or F-6 in Appendix
F of Part 75 (when the diluent gas is
measured on a dry basis) or a modified
version of Equation 19-5 or 19-9 from EPA
Method 19 in Appendix B of Part 60 (when
the diluent gas is measured on a wet basis).
Then, the mercury emission rate would be
substituted into proposed Equation F-29 to
determine the hourly mercury mass
emissions (in ounces, rounded to one
decimal place). The quarterly and year-to-
date mercury mass emissions (in ounces)
would be calculated using proposed Equation
F-30.

Finally, where heat input monitoring is
required, proposed section 9.3 of Appendix
F would instruct the owner or operator to
follow the heat input rate apportionment and
summation procedures in sections 5.3, 5.6
and 5.7 of Appendix F.

Appendix B to the Preamble—Units
Allocations

Unit level allocations used to develop the
phase II state emissions budgets are
presented below. For further discussion of
the methodology used to develop these units
level allocations see the memorandum
entitled “Allocation Adjustment Factors for
the Proposed Mercury Trading Rulemaking”
in the docket. The same methodology
described in the docket memo and used
below would be used to develop the 2010
unit level allocations and state budgets.
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State Facility name Plant ID Unit ID allocation
(ounces)

HEAIY oottt e ae e e raenes 6288 | 2 65
(€ To Ko (=T o H SO U PR OP R PUPTOTRUPROPRN 712 60
(€7 To Ko [T H ST UPTOTRPPRTOPRN 711 73
Charles R LOWMAN ....coiiiiiieiieeiie ettt 56 |1 112
WIAOWS CIrEEK ...ttt ettt et et e e e e s 50 |1 132
WIAOWS CIrEEK ...ttt ettt ettt et e e st e e e nanee s 50| 4 135
WIAOWS CrEEK ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e et e e neeee s 50 |5 144
[CTo] (o T- L P PP P TSP TP PPPPPPPPPPN 8|7 145
WIAOWS CrEEK ..ttt ettt ettt et e et e e e sanee s 50 |3 151
WIAOWS CrEEK ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e e et e e e et e e e nneeeas 50 |2 156
WIAOWS CrEEK ..eeiiiiiiiie ettt st e s e e s nbeeeaas 50 |6 162
Gorgas 8|6 166
BaAITY e e 3|1 185
Barry ..... 312 193
Colbert 47 | 3 229
Colbert 47 | 4 231
Colbert 47 | 1 237
Colbert 47 | 2 239
Gorgas 819 241
Gorgas 8|8 244
Charles R LOWMAN ....couuiiiiiiiieiiiie ettt ettt e et ae e ennes 56 |3 316
R O 1 11 (o] o O PP PR POPPPPPPROPOP 26 | 4 321
Charles R LOWMAN ....ccuviiiiiiiieiiiie ettt e et e et e e e e neeeeennes 56 | 2 327
BaITY oo e 3|3 331
| O 1 11 (o] o PP PERPRR 26 |1 349
| O3 T (o] PP U PR PTRRPPT 26| 2 356
GrEENE COUNLY oiiiiiiiiiet ettt e e s e e e e e s e e e e e e s e r e e e e s aann 10 |1 358
GrEENE COUNLY .oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiet e e sttt e e e e ettt e e e s et e e e e s sntbe e e e e e e snnnbneeeeeeenannns 10| 2 363
R O 1 11 (o] o PP PP P PP PP PPPPPPPPOP 26 | 3 369
BT Y i e e e e e e e e e e s e e 3|4 508
(070]] o= ¢ T PO OP PP UPUPPTOPPRRTON 47 | 5 508
WIAOWS CTEEK ...ttt ettt 50 |7 580
WIAOWS CEEK ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e e et e e sabn e e e saneeas 50 |8 607
(7o) (o F= L PPN 8|10 884
B Y e e e s e e e e 3|5 972
| O3 T (o] PP U PR PTRRPPT 26 |5 1022
JameES H MIlIEE JI .. 6002 | 1 1152
JAMES H MIlLEE JI oo 6002 | 2 1155
JameES H MIlIEr JI ..t 6002 | 3 1218
JAMES H MIlLEE JI oo 6002 | 4 1249
Flint Creek POWET PIANt .......coouiiiiiiieiie e 6138 | 1 925
White Bluff 6009 | 2 1325
INAEPENUENCE ...ttt e et e e sane e e e saeeaas 6641 | 1 1342
WHItE BIUTF . 6009 | 1 1383
INAEPENUENCE ...ttt e et e e sane e e e saeeaas 6641 | 2 1485
LY7o o USSP 126 | 4 150
(014 To] | U URURTRTRUPTRRRN 113 |1 213
PN =Tt g TSR] = (o o SRR 160 | 2 350
APACNE STALION ...eiiiiiiii ettt 160 | 3 355
CROMIA . 113 | 3 505
(014 To ]| U URUURTRTRURRRUR 113 | 2 521
CROMIA . 113 | 4 680
SPHNGEIVIIE ...ttt e e be e e ne e e e ennes 8223 | 2 707
S o1 =T V711N 8223 | 1 720
Coronado Generating Station ..........cccooiiieeiiiiieeie e 6177 | U2B 732
Coronado Generating Station .........cccceeeiiieeeiiieeerieeeeer e e seee e e aeee e e 6177 | U1B 741
Navajo Generating StatioN .........cooceiiiiiiiiiiee e 4941 | 1 1145
Navajo Generating StationN .......cccccccuveeiiiireeiie e e e e e srae e seeeees 4941 | 2 1220
Navajo Generating StatioN .........cooceiiiiiiiiiiee e 4941 | 3 1223
RIO Bravo JASMIN ....ciiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt 10768 | GEN1 59
Port Of Stockton District Energy Facility (Posdef) .......cococeiiiiiiiiniieece, 54238 | STG 60
RIO BrAVO POSO ...ceuiiiiiiiiiiieiie ettt 10769 | GEN1 60
Mt. POSO Cogeneration PIANt ..........ccooieiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 54626 | 27805-89 64
Stockton Cogen COMPANY ....ccccvieeiiiieeiiieeesiieeesaeeeesteeeessteeeesseeesssseeesssneeesnes 10640 | GEN1 108
Ace Cogeneration Plant ..o 10002 | 10002 161
Y- T = Lo 1= PSSR 465 | 2 61
(=11 41T o TP PSP TP PPPPPPPPPPN 468 | 2 80
Martin Drake 492 | 5 86
Arapahoe ....... 465 | 1 91
Arapahoe ....... 465 | 3 106
Martin Drake .. 492 | 6 156
CREIOKEE ...ttt sttt b e 469 | 1 160
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State Facility name Plant ID Unit ID allocation
(ounces)
INUCIRL ettt et e et e bt et e ekt e et e e beeenbeesabeenbeenneas 527 | 1 163
CREIOKEE ...ttt e e ae e 469 | 2 176
Arapahoe .... 465 | 4 202
Cherokee ....... 469 | 3 217
Martin Drake .. 492 | 7 252
Valmont .......... 477 | 5 257
Hayden .......... 525 | H1 336
Ray D Nixon 8219 | 1 393
CREIOKEE ...ttt ettt et 469 | 4 431
Hayden .......ccccovvnnnnn. 525 | H2 454
Rawhide Energy Station ... 6761 | 101 571
COMANCNE (A70) ...ttt et et e e e e e s e s ne e e nnee 470 | 1 586
COMANCNE (A70) ...ttt e et e e et e e s enr e e nr e e e annes 470 | 2 621
(O3 Uo [P P RO UUSTTRUPRRPRN 6021 | C3 732
(O3 o [T USRI UPRRUR 6021 | C2 831
(O1 o [T U R URTRTRUPRRPRN 6021 | C1 845
PAWNEE ...t 6248 | 1 1071
AES TRAMES ...iitieiie ettt et b ettt e e be e s teeebeesnbeeteeeneas 10675 | UNITA 131
AES TRAMES ...iiiiieiiie ettt sb e te et e et e e s teeebeesaaeeteennnas 10675 | UNITB 142
Bridgeport Harbor STation ...........ccceeiiieiiiiiieiciee e 568 | BHB3 454
Indian River 594 | 1 87
Indian River ... 594 | 2 94
Edge Moor 593 | 3 116
Indian River ... 594 | 3 161
Edge Moor 593 | 4 188
Indian River 594 | 4 290
Scholz Electric Generating Plant ...........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiieie e 642 | 1 39
Scholz Electric Generating Plant ...........ocoveeiiireiiie e ceee e e e e 642 | 2 45
Crist Electric Generating Plant ............cooiio it 641 | 4 81
Crist Electric Generating Plant ..........cccoooiveiiiieeiiie e ee e 641 | 5 103
[ I =T T (o] o PSPPSR 646 | GBO1 127
Cedar Bay Generating Company L.P. ...cccccoviiiiiiiieecee e 10672 | GEN 1B 129
Cedar Bay Generating Company L.P. ..o 10672 | GEN 1C 131
Cedar Bay Generating Company L.P. ...cccccoviiiiiiiieecee e 10672 | GEN 1A 132
[ I -1 T o] o PSPPSR 646 | GB02 136
Central Power And LiMe, INC. ...coiiiiiiiiiiiesiee et 10333 | GEN 1 177
[ I -1 T o] o PSPPSR 646 | GB0O3 186
NOTTNSIAE ...ttt 667 | 1A 187
LI I 7= T (o] o PSPPI 646 | GB04 210
F I GANNON ... 646 | GBO5 228
NOFNSIAE .ttt e e et e e e nann e e e aneeeas 667 | 2A 231
Lansing Smith 643 | 1 231
POIK ettt h et e e b e nan e reenneas 7242 | **1 237
Lansing Smith 643 | 2 282
DEEINAVEN ...t as 663 | B2 287
Indiantown Cogeneration FaCility .........cccceveiieiiiiie i 50976 | GEN 1 292
Crist Electric Generating Plant ............coooiio it 641 | 6 320
F I GANNON ..o 646 | GB0O6 416
CrYSLAl RIVET ..ttt ettt e et e et e e s nae e e e s beeeeennes 628 | 1 457
Big BEN ..o 645 | BBO3 477
2] To T 7= o Lo PSPPSR UPRI 645 | BBO1 489
C D MCINEOSK <.ttt 676 | 3 534
2] To T 7= o Lo PSPPSR UPRI 645 | BB02 534
SEANTON ENEITY .eeiiiiiiiiiiiiieee ettt e st e e e e e s e e e e e s e snntneeeeeesnnnnes 564 | 1 583
SEANTON ENEITY .oeeiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e e e e e e e e s e re e e e e e s e 564 | 2 593
CrYSLAl RIVET <.eiiiieiiiee ettt st et e et e e e e e et a e e et e e e sntaeeesneeeeannaeennnen 628 | 2 619
Crist Electric Generating Plant ............coooiioiiiioiiiie e 641 | 7 638
Big BEN ..o 645 | BB0O4 651
SEMINOIE (L36) .eeiuieiieiiiiie ettt ettt et e e e e sabe e e e be e e e abeeeeannes 136 | 2 954
CrYSLAl RIVET <.eiiiieiiiee ettt st et e et e e e e e et a e e et e e e sntaeeesneeeeannaeennnen 628 | 4 957
St. JONNS RIVEr POWET ...ttt 207 | 2 962
SEMINOIE (L136) weeiieiieeiiiie et e esiee e st e e e e st ee e et e e e et e e e s nae e e s snaeeeesneeeeaneaeennren 136 | 1 968
St. JONNS RIVEr POWET ...ttt 207 | 1 1004
CrYSLAl RIVET <.eiiiieiiiee ettt st et e et e e e e e et a e e et e e e sntaeeesneeeeannaeennnen 628 | 5 1076
ATKWEIGRNE Lottt et e et e e aaeee s 699 | 1 17
N 0114 T | | PSSR 699 | 2 18
MHECRIEIL <.ttt ettt e b sab e et eneas 727 | 2 24
N 0114 T | | PSSR 699 | 4 24
ATKWEIGRNE Lottt et e et e e aaeee s 699 | 3 26
MIECREIL ..t 727 | 1 29
[ L1 S PSPPSR 733 |2 51
L U1 S TP PR PP PPPPROP 733 11 55
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YALES ..outiiiiiiie ettt e ettt ettt e et e e et e e e e e e e e et e e e be e e e h—e e e aare e e abreeeanraeeennraeeaas 728 | Y3BR 75
YALES ..outiiieiiiee et e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e be e e e a— e e e aare e e aaeeeeaabeeeanaraeeaas 728 | Y1BR 87
YALES ..outiieiiiiee ettt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e abe e e e abe e e aareeeabeeeeaabeeeaaareaeaas 728 | Y2BR 94
MIECREIL .. e et e et e e et e e e etae e e eareeas 727 | 3 104
YALES ittt h et e et e e ae e eateeteeeteeebeenaeeanteean 728 | Y4BR 108
[ F= L 0010 o To [T SOPPPRRPRRPPONY 708 | 1 110
YALES etieiie ettt ettt ettt ettt e e e ba e ae e eareeteeata e e e e naneareean 728 | Y5BR 117
= R 733 | 3 118
[ P2 00T 0o T USSR 708 | 2 118
Hammond ......... 708 | 3 119
Mclntosh (6124) 6124 | 1 200
HArlEe BranCh ........cveiiiiei it e e e e e e e s nenaaees 709 | 1 254
JACK MCDONOUGN ... et 710 | MB1 301
HArEE BranCh .....c..ceiiiiiii et e e e e e s enaaaees 709 | 2 309
YALES ..outiieiiiiee ettt e ettt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e abe e e e are e e aareeeabeeeeaabeeeaaareaeaas 728 | Y7BR 322
Y ALES .ottt ettt ettt e e e e e et e e e be e e e abe e e aaae e e abaeeeatbeeeeaareaeaas 728 | Y6BR 333
Jack MCDONOUGRN ...t 710 | MB2 336
HarlEe BranCh ......c.cvviiiiii et e e e s 709 | 3 499
HArlEE BranCh .....ccccvvviieei et re e e e e eaaanees 709 | 4 508
HAMMONG .eoiieiiiccceeee et e et e e e e et e e e e e e st aeeeeeeseenanrees 708 | 4 511
BOWEN .ttt e e e e et e e e e s e nanreee 703 | 2BLR 859
12 T011 = o PRSP PEERSR 703 | 1BLR 879
WANSIEY (B052) ...ooviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeie ettt 6052 | 2 903
ST od 1= T SRR SUPTN 6257 | 1 952
WANSIEY (B052) ...eeieiiiiieiiiieiieeiee et e site ettt e e bt e sttt e b et e e et e nnaeereeannas 6052 | 1 965
Yol 1= T USRS 6257 | 2 1052
BOWEN ..ttt e e e e et e e et e e e et e e e st e e e et e e e e etb e e e eatbeeeenaeaeaaraeas 703 | 3BLR 1073
BOWEN .t e e e e et ee e e e s e nanreee 703 | 4BLR 1079
Yol 1= (T U UUPTRN 6257 | 3 1284
o] 1T T PSSO 6257 | 4 1549
AES HaWall, INC. .ot e e e e e e 10673 | B 147
ACS HAaWAi, INC. wevveeiiiieeiiie et e e e e e e e nnaaeeeas 10673 | A 149
(=19 71 o [0 R TP P TP PP OTPPTRPTI 1047 | 1 1
[ 13 1 o o SRS 1047 | 2 2
DUDUGUE .ttt ettt et e et e e aneee s 1046 | 6 2
[ U I YAV o SRS 1217 | 1 11
(=] (=TS =i [o ] o USRS 1131 | 7 14
[T SO 1175 | 6 14
PEIIA . e e et e e e ebr e e e enaeeeaaraeas 1175 | 7 15
ST DT S == PSSO 1058 | 4 23
SIXEN SEIEEL ... 1058 | 3 29
Ames 1122 | 7 29
SIXEN SEIEEL ... 1058 | 2 32
[ 13 1 o o USSR 1047 | 3 35
Dubuque ........ 1046 | 5 38
Sixth Street .... 1058 | 5 50
Fair Station .... 1218 | 2 50
Dubuque ........ 1046 | 1 55
Sutherland ..... 1077 | 1 64
ST 11 1= 4 - U o SRS 1077 | 2 64
COUNCIl BIUFFS .utiiiiee et a e e et e e e e e e 1082 | 1 81
Praifi€ CrEEK ..vvieiiiiieeiiie et ettt e e e e st e e e st e e et e e e snnaeeennneeas 1073 | 3 83
AAMES ettt e e e e e e e e et e e e e h e e e e ab e e e e br e e e atba e e e taaeeatreeeaatreeeaaraean 1122 | 8 101
COUNCI BIUFS .uiiiiiiiie e e e e e et e e e e e s nea e e e 1082 | 2 128
MUSCALINE ...itiiieeeeeeciie ettt et e e e e e e et e e e e e se b e e e e e e e ssntaaaeaeeseansnnrens 1167 | 8 138
ST 11 1= 4 - U o SRS 1077 | 3 156
RIVEISIAE (L0BL) ..eeuiiiiiieiiiieiie et e stee sttt ettt et e sbe et e b e e sbeesbeeenbeesaeeeneeenneas 1081 | 9 169
George Neal NOIMN ..o e e e e nneae e e 1091 | 1 226
Praifi@ CrEEK ..ooiiiiiieiiiiie ettt e e e e e e s e e e e e e s e aanrees 1073 | 4 229
[ 1L o T T = T o o SRS 1048 | 2 274
MUSCALINE ...itiiieeeeeeciie ettt et e e e e e e et e e e e e se b e e e e e e e ssntaaaeaeeseansnnrens 1167 | 9 296
BUMINGTON (JA) oottt e e e e st e e et e e sna e e e snnaeeennnenas 1104 | 1 333
(=19 71 o [0 R TP U PP U PP OTPPTUPT 1047 | 4 376
George Neal NOIMN ..o e e e e nneae e e 1091 | 2 435
George Neal NOMH ..o 1091 | 3 847
George NEal SOULN ....ccviii it e e e e e e e neaeeennes 7343 | 4 1076
LOUISA .iuviieiiiie ettt ettt e sttt e et e e et e e et e e e et e e e saba e e e eabeeeeatbeeesbaeeesntaeeeaareeas 6664 | 101 1143
COUNCI BIUFS .uiiiiiiiie et e e e e e e s e e s neaeeennes 1082 | 3 1236
Ottumwa ........ 6254 | 1 1243
Meredosia ... 864 | 03 20
Meredosia ...... 864 | 01 22
Grand Tower 862 | 07 25
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(7T aTo I 1o Y USRS 862 | 08 26
Meredosia ..... 864 | 02 26
Meredosia .. . 864 | 04 27
(I 1T (o [P SOPPPPRPTRTRPOY 964 | 7 31
= T (o] o [ P U U OO POPPPPPPRRRRPPRNY 976 | 2 32
Lakeside . 964 | 8 32
Marion ..... 976 | 1 33
Marion ........ 976 | 3 35
Hutsonville .... 863 | 05 63
Hutsonville . 863 | 06 71
Vermilion ....... 897 | 1 82
Grand Tower . 862 | 09 90
Dallman ......... 963 | 32 96
Dallman ...... 963 | 31 98
Hennepin ... 892 |1 101
Wood River . 898 | 4 106
=T 111110 o O PTRUOUPPPUPPRTRRPIRE 897 | 2 112
E D EAWAITAS ..viiiiiiiiieitie ittt ettt sttt ettt ee ettt ettt ebeestaeenbeeenbeeteenneas 856 | 1 130
Waukegan 883 | 17 167
Meredosia . 864 | 05 191
KA1 0T | S 884 | 2 210
Wil COUNLY ettt st e 884 | 1 222
Dallman ...... 963 | 33 259
Crawford . 867 | 7 268
Marion ........... 976 | 4 270
E D Edwards 856 | 2 299
Hennepin ...... 892 | 2 314
Joliet 29 ..... 384 | 71 324
Coffeen ...... 861 | 01 332
Wood River ... 898 | 5 334
Joliet 29 ........ 384 | 81 335
Joppa Steam 887 | 4 354
Joppa Steam ... 887 | 3 358
Joppa Steam .... 887 | 6 362
Joppa Steam ... 887 | 5 364
Joppa Steam .... 887 | 1 366
E D Edwards .... 856 | 3 366
Joppa Steam 887 | 2 370
Will County ... 884 | 3 378
Crawford .... 867 | 8 382
Joliet 29 ..... 384 | 82 409
Fisk ......... 886 | 19 410
Joliet 29 ..... 384 | 72 422
Duck Creek 6016 | 1 440
Joliet 9 ....... 874 | 5 441
Havana ...... 891 | 9 479
Waukegan .. 883 | 7 482
Waukegan .. 883 | 8 529
Powerton .... 879 | 61 530
Powerton .... 879 | 52 535
Powerton .... 879 | 51 536
Powerton .... 879 | 62 545
Will County 884 | 4 584
Coffeen ... 861 | 02 589
Kincaid .... 876 | 1 670
Baldwin ... 889 | 2 705
Baldwin ... 889 | 1 713
Kincaid .... 876 | 2 714
Newton .... 6017 | 2 772
Baldwin ... 889 | 3 819
Newton ....... 6017 | 1 898
Noblesville .... 1007 | 3 26
Noblesville .... 1007 | 2 26
Noblesville .... 1007 | 1 28
Edwardsport .........ccccoevieeennnen. 1004 | 8-1 40
F B Culley Generating Station ... 1012 | 1 44
Whitewater Valley ................... 1040 | 1 45
Edwardsport ............ 1004 | 7-2 45
Edwardsport .........ccccoevieeennnen. 1004 | 7-1 50
Eagle Valley (H T Pritchard) .. 991 | 3 59
Eagle Valley (H T Pritchard) .. . 991 | 5 61
Eagle Valley (H T Pritchard) ......ccccooveeiiiiieeiie e 991 | 4 65
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Dean H MItChell ..o e 996 | 4 84
Whitewater Valley ... 1040 | 2 97
Wabash River ......... . 1010 | 2 99
Wabash RIVEL .......oiiiiiiieiie ettt 1010 | 3 102
Eagle Valley (H T Pritchard) .......c.cccooiiiiiiiiiiiceeee e 991 | 6 120
Wabash RIVer .......ccccevviiiiviieeeen. 1010 | 5 122
Harding Street Station (EW Stout) ... 990 | 60 125
Dean H Mitchell .......ccccoevviveeiiirens 996 | 5 133
Wabash River ...........ccocveene 1010 | 4 134
F B Culley Generating Station ......... 1012 | 2 136
Harding Street Station (EW Stout) ... 990 | 50 139
Dean H Mitchell ........cccccooiieiiiienns 996 | 11 143
R Gallagher ......... 1008 | 1 146
R Gallagher .. 1008 | 2 148
R Gallagher ...... 1008 | 4 153
Tanners Creek ..... . 988 | U1 158
Dean H MItCNEIl ......ooei e 996 | 6 159
R GallAgNEr ..o 1008 | 3 159
Tanners Creek .. 988 | U2 164
Frank E Ratts ... . 1043 | 1SG1 166
Frank B RALES ...ccueiiiiiiiiiiiei ettt 1043 | 2SG1 169
WaADASH RIVET ... e 1010 | 1 174
Tanners Creek .. 988 | U3 218
Bailly oo 995 | 7 224
State Line Generating Station (IN) ... 981 | 3 288
A B Brown Generating Station ... 6137 | 1 302
Clifty Creek .....ccccovvveviiiieennns 983 | 6 308
Clifty Creek ... 983 | 4 309
Clifty Creek ... 983 | 1 313
Clifty Creek ... 983 | 2 315
Clifty Creek ... 983 | 5 316
Clifty Creek ....coovvvvcveeiiiieennns 983 | 3 322
A B Brown Generating Station 6137 | 2 334
Petersburg .... 994 | 1 341
Wabash River 1010 | 6 372
Bailly .oooooveeeeeieeee e 995 | 8 394
State Line Generating Station (IN) ... 981 | 4 410
F B Culley Generating Station ... 1012 | 3 419
WaITICK .ovveiiiiieeeiiee e 6705 | 4 436
R M Schahfer .......cccccoeviviiiicninnns 6085 | 17 459
Harding Street Station (EW Stout) ... 990 | 70 471
R M Schahfer ... 6085 | 18 476
Tanners Creek .. 988 | U4 556
R M Schahfer ... 6085 | 14 599
Petersburg ........ 994 | 2 601
Michigan City 997 | 12 604
Cayuga ......... 1001 | 2 606
Cayuga ... 1001 | 1 650
Gibson ....... 6113 | 3 717
Petersburg . 994 | 4 734
Gibson ....... 6113 | 2 742
Merom ........ 6213 | 1SG1 757
Petersburg .... 994 | 3 764
R M Schahfer ... 6085 | 15 787
Merom ........... 6213 | 2SG1 790
Gibson .... 6113 | 1 815
Gibson .... 6113 | 4 866
Gibson .... 6113 | 5 871
Rockport .... 6166 | MB1 2321
Rockport .... 6166 | MB2 2327
Riverton ..... 1239 | 39 54
Riverton ..... 1239 | 40 79
Quindaro .......ccoceveeeiiiiiienn. 1295 | 1 105
Lawrence Energy Center ..... 1250 | 3 120
Tecumseh Energy Center ... 1252 | 9 142
Quindaro ......cccceeeeiiiieeiien 1295 | 2 170
Lawrence Energy Center ..... 1250 | 4 225
Tecumseh Energy Center ... 1252 | 10 245
Nearman Creek ..........c........ 6064 | N1 471
Lawrence Energy Center ..... 1250 | 5 535
Holcomb ........cccoeiiiiiiiinnn . 108 | SGU1 643
[ 4o [ PP PRRPRR 1241 11 1092
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Jeffrey ENergy CeNLEI ......oooiiiiiiieeee e 6068 | 1 1182
Jeffrey ENergy CONLEI ......ooo it 6068 | 2 1284
LA CYONE .ottt e e et e e e 1241 | 2 1304
Jeffrey ENergy CONLEI ......ooi ittt 6068 | 3 1352
GIEEN RIVET ..ottt e et e e e e e e e e e e e et an e e e e e e eeaes 1357 | 3 10
HENAEISON | oot e e e e e e e e s e st e e e e e e s eenaanees 1372 | 6 10
GIEEN RIVET .ttt e e et e e e e e st e e e e e e e s st aeeeeeeeananes 1357 | 2 11
GIEEN RIVEL ..ottt e e e e e e st e e e e e e et eeeeeeennes 1357 | 1 11
PINEVIIIE ..ot nnraeas 1360 | 3 35
Tyrone ............ 1361 | 5 70
Robert Reid 1383 | R1 80
WIllIAM C. DAIE ....viiiiiiie ettt et et e e tre e e e e e arnee s 1385 | 3 92
(T oY T L= USRS 1357 | 4 92
WIllIAM C. DAl ...ttt e e e a e e e s 1385 | 4 99
GIEEN RIVET ..ttt e e e et e e e e e st e e e e e e e s saaraeeeaeeeannes 1357 | 5 118
JONN S. COOPET ittt sttt e e e e e e s abee e e 1384 | 1 126
E W BIOWN .oeiiiitiic ettt e ettt e e ettt e e e et e e e ett e e e ettee e entaeeesanaeas 1355 | 1 128
SNAWNEE ...t e e e e e e e e e e e s e 1379 | 10 156
E W BIOWN oottt eettee e e ette e e saste e e sntta e e enteeesetaeeessseeesanaeessaeeeas 1355 | 2 186
Shawnee 1379 | 6 190
Shawnee 1379 | 1 195
Shawnee 1379 | 4 196
Shawnee 1379 | 2 197
Shawnee 1379 | 5 200
Shawnee 1379 | 9 206
Coleman 1381 | C3 208
CANE RUN ettt r e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 1363 | 5 210
Coleman 1381 | C1 211
Shawnee 1379 | 3 211
Coleman 1381 | C2 215
Shawnee 1379 | 7 215
Shawnee 1379 | 8 216
Cane Run 1363 | 4 217
[ T S 40T 1 o SRR 1374 | 1 224
HMPEL SEAtION 2 ..ooiiiiiecciee ettt ettt e e e etre e e ebr e e e sanne e e sanneas 1382 | H1 224
HMPEL STALION 2 ..eeiiiiiieiiiie et ee e e e se e et e e et a e et eaessaeeesnnaeeennneeas 1382 | H2 234
CANE RUN ettt e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 1363 | 6 251
1o T IR T O To o 1T PSSR 1384 | 2 251
R D GIBEN ettt ettt e et st te e e st e e e et e e e e etb e e e sbb e e e saraeeeaaeaean 6639 | G2 338
[ B I €1 (=T o [ PP PRRPRRR 6639 | G1 343
BiG SANAY ..eieiiiiiieeie ettt e b e reenneas 1353 | BSU1 347
Elmer Smith ... 1374 | 2 393
Ml CIEEK .ttt et e s e e et e e et e e e saaae e e saeaeas 1364 | 2 402
Y ==Y SRS 1364 | 1 408
H L SPUIIOCK .ttt ettt e e e e e as 6041 | 1 411
E W BFOWN coeeiiieeiiiiteee ettt ettt e e e e e st e e e e s e nnsnbeeeeeeesnnnsnnnees 1355 | 3 481
Ml CIEEK .ttt et e s e e et e e et e e e saaae e e saeaeas 1364 | 3 541
Y ==Y SRS 1364 | 4 568
(1T o | USSP SR USRROPRRRRON 1356 | 2 593
(13T o | OSSO 1356 | 4 622
(1T o | ST PRROSUPRROPTRRRRON 1356 | 3 628
THMDBIE COUNLY eviieiiiie et e e e s e e s e e enbe e e snaeee e 6071 | 1 709
(1T o | ST PRROSUPRROPTRRRRON 1356 | 1 710
[ 2 VAV 1Yo o SRS 6823 | Wil 722
[ T == o o [ SRS PPRPRRPO 6018 | 2 864
[ U Lo £ SRS RS 1378 | 1 869
H L Spurlock 6041 | 2 903
[ U Lo £ SRS RS 1378 | 2 931
Big Sandy ... 1353 | BSU2 1087
Paradise ......... 1378 | 3 1187
Rodemacher .. 6190 | 2 856
R S Nelson .... 1393 | 6 942
Big Cajun 2 .... 6055 | 2B3 1035
Big Cajun 2 .... 6055 | 2B2 1035
Big Cajun 2 .... 6055 | 2B1 1053
Dolet Hills ...... 511 2621
Salem Harbor 1626 | 1 118
Salem Harbor 1626 | 2 132
Somerset .......... 1613 | 8 163
Salem Harbor 1626 | 3 206
Mount Tom .... 1606 | 1 222
Brayton Point 1619 | 1 329
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Brayton POINT ......ooiiiieee e 1619 | 2 331
Brayton POINT .......eoiiiiiie e 1619 | 3 729
R P SMItN ettt neas 1570 | 9 15
AES WAAITION RUN oottt ettt ettt e e 10678 | 001 20
R P SMItN oottt 1570 | 11 94
HEIDEI @ WAGNET ..ottt ettt e st satae e sneeees 1554 | 2 190
[ 1o1 =T 6o o IS SPP 1572 | 1 212
[T T 6o o ISP 1572 | 2 219
(DI o] =T 6T o PSP PR PP PP PPPOP 1572 | 3 223
C P Crane ... 1552 | 1 223
C P Crane ......... 1552 | 2 259
HETrDErt @ WAGNET ...ttt 1554 | 3 415
Chalk POINT ...ttt ettt sb e et e e e e ebeesbeeenee 1571 | 2 420
Chalk POINT ...ttt sttt e sb et e e b e enbeesreaanee 1571 |1 424
MOTQANTOWN ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e s nnnnneee 1573 |1 690
[\ [o] do =T a1 (0 1Y o T PP PRSP PPPPPPPPPPOP 1573 | 2 706
Brandon SNOTES ...ttt 602 | 2 919
Brandon SNOTES ......coouiiiiiiie ettt st 602 | 1 928
S.D. Warren Company #2 .......cccoeeiiiieiiiiie it 50447 | #21 17
MAIYSVIIE ..o 1732 | 9 10
MANYSVIIE ettt et e e s e e e st e e et e e e et e e e nnnaeeenneaen 1732 | 11 11
MANYSVIIE ..o 1732 | 12 12
MANYSVIIE ..ot 1732 | 10 13
PreSqUE ISIE ..o 1769 | 2 16
WWYANAOLE ...ttt ettt et e e st e e et e e e nnnn e e e nanee s 1866 | 8 25
JAMES D& YOUNQ ..eeiiiiiiiiiiiiee ettt e et e e e s e e e e e e s e e e e as 1830 | 5 39
Eckert Station 1831 | 3 41
Eckert Station ... 1831 | 1 43
Eckert Station ... 1831 | 2 46
Wyandotte ...... 1866 | 7 46
Harbor Beach 1731 |1 55
JB Sims ........ 1825 | 3 75
PreSqUE ISIE ..o 1769 | 3 76
PreSQUE ISIE ..uevieieie ettt et e e et e et e e e nnae e e nnaee s 1769 | 4 7
ENdICOtt GENETALING ....veiiiiiiieiiiie ettt st e e e e s 4259 | 1 85
Trenton ChanNEl ......co.ooiiiii e 1745 | 18 86
S 111 TS PP UUSTUTRUROURN 1843 | 3 89
Trenton ChanNEl ......co.ooiiiii e 1745 | 19 89
Trenton ChaNNEI ........ooo e 1745 | 17 90
Trenton ChanNEl ......cc..oiiiiiii e 1745 | 16 94
TeS Filer City SAtION .....c.eeiiiiiieiiiee et 50835 | GEN 1 104
Eckert Station 1831 | 5 113
Eckert Station 1831 | 4 119
PreSOUE ISIE ..ueeieiieee ettt et e et e e e s 1769 | 6 128
Presque lIsle ... 1769 | 5 131
Eckert Station 1831 | 6 145
Presque lIsle ... 1769 | 7 147
Presque lIsle ... 1769 | 9 153
Presque lIsle ... 1769 | 8 153
J R WHILING ettt 1723 | 1 154
J R WHItING ettt ettt e e e nee e 1723 | 2 156
ETICKSON et 1832 | 1 177
J R WHItING ettt ettt e e e nee e 1723 | 3 186
SE CHAIT ettt 1743 | 2 206
S A 1 = SR U RO U R URTUTRUPRRTR 1743 | 4 231
SE CHAIT ettt 1743 | 1 232
S A 1 = SR U RO U R URTUTRUPRRTR 1743 | 3 239
J C Weadock 1720 | 7 245
B C Cobb ....... 1695 | 5 259
B C Cobhb ....... 1695 | 4 265
J C Weadock .... 1720 | 8 268
J H Campbell .... 1710 | 1 359
Dan E Karn .... 1702 | 1 368
River Rouge ... 1740 | 2 372
Dan E Karn .... 1702 | 2 376
River Rouge ... 1740 | 3 376
S A 1 = SR U RO U R URTUTRUPRRTR 1743 | 6 416
J H Campbell 1710 | 2 452
S A 1 = SR U RO U R URTUTRUPRRTR 1743 | 7 584
Trenton ChanNEl ......cc.ooiiiiii e 1745 | 9A 631
1Y (0] 0 {01 OO P PPPPPPPPRTPPOI 1733 | 2 943
MIOMIOE ...ttt et e et e e s e e s e e e nneee s 1733 13 970
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1Y o] o] (o T 1733 | 4 1076
1Y o] o] o T 1733 |1 1105
BEIIE RIVEL .ot e e e e e e e e e e st e e e e e e s e etaaaees 6034 | 2 1152
JH CamPbell ..o 1710 | 3 1199
BEIIE RIVET ...ttt ettt e e st e et e e e aneeaas 6034 | 1 1223
MINNESOLA VAIIBY .....ooiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 1918 | 4 1
BIACK DIOG ...ttt 1904 | 2 3
BIACK DIOQG ...ttt 1904 | 1 3
[ 1o T =1 T [ = SRS 1912 | 3 25
HIGh BIIAGE ...t 1912 | 4 32
NOMhEAST STALION ....eivviieiiie e e e e et e e e enae e e sneeees 1961 | NEPP 33
Taconite Harbor ENergy CeNLEr .........cooiiiiiiiiiiienieee e 10075 | 1 38
SIIVEE LAKE ...ttt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2008 | 4 43
Taconite Harbor ENergy CeNter .........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 10075 | 3 53
Taconite Harbor Energy CeNnter .........c.oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 10075 | 2 55
SYILASKIN ettt ettt et e et e et e e ar e e e ennes 1891 | 2 95
SYELASKIN it 1891 | 1 97
[ (0T ] B I 1= PP OTRPRP 1943 | 2 102
Clay BOSWEID ..ottt 1893 | 1 112
Clay BOSWEID ...ttt 1893 | 2 115
RIVEISIAE (1927) eveeiiiiiee it set e et s et e e e e e st e e et e e esaeeesnnaeeennneees 1927 | 6 126
RIVEISIAE (1927) .eeiieiiiie ittt ettt re e 1927 | 7 128
[ (010 ] B I 1 USSR 1943 | 3 128
[ 1o 0 =TT (o = PP P R PPPPRPTI 1912 | 5 146
2] F= Tt S Lo o [T PTPP PP PP PTPPPPUI 1904 | 3 146
[ 1o ] o =7 Lo (o= T P U PP U PP OTPPTOPTI 1912 | 6 246
2] F=Tod S B Lo o [ TP UU PR OTPPRRPTI 1904 | 4 267
RIVEISIAE (1927) eveeeiiiiee it ect ettt e et e e et e e et e e esaee e snnaeeennneeas 1927 | 8 399
Clay BOSWEIL ...ttt e e ne e 1893 | 3 593
1T TS T T TSRS 1915 | 1 794
Clay BOSWEIL ...ttt e e ne e 1893 | 4 1010
SherburNe COUNLY ...oiiiiiie it e e e et e e e e e s neae e e 6090 | 2 1178
SherburNe COUNLY ....ooiiiiiiiiie ettt 6090 | 1 1215
SherburNe COUNLY ...oiiiiiie it e e e et e e e e e s neae e e 6090 | 3 1586
Columbia .............. 2123 | 6 9
Columbia ........ 2123 | 7 12
Blue Valley ..... 2132 | 3 33
Chamois ......... 2169 | 2 7
James River ... 2161 | 3 84
LY o] 1= Y SRS 2094 | 2 84
SHBIBY ettt b e e e be e hr e e beesrea e 2094 | 1 89
James River ... 2161 | 4 94
(I 1T 2 (o - Lo [ PR PRRPRRPO 2098 | 6 156
James River 2161 | 5 182
Meramec 2104 | 2 186
Meramec 2104 | 1 187
Meramec 2104 | 3 231
Montrose 2080 | 1 271
Montrose 2080 | 2 280
Montrose 2080 | 3 295
MO ..o, ASDUIY .ottt ettt b et e et e et e e be e et e e naeeenteeneas 2076 | 1 312
Thomas Hill ... 2168 | MB1 345
Meramec ........ 2104 | 4 384
Southwest ... 6195 | 1 394
Sikeston ......... 6768 | 1 509
Thomas Hill 2168 | MB2 549
SHBIBY ettt b e b e be e ne e ebeenreaanee 2094 | 3 585
£ (o 1) RSSO 2107 | 1 618
SIOUX ..eeeeeees 2107 | 2 638
Hawthorn .... 2079 | 5A 809
Labadie .......... 2103 | 4 895
Rush Island .... 6155 | 1 904
Labadie .......... 2103 | 1 930
Rush Island .... 6155 | 2 931
New Madrid ... 2167 | 1 948
Labadie .......... 2103 | 2 958
(=TT Lo [ 1TSS PR SRROTRRRP 2103 | 3 1002
New Madrid 2167 | 2 1031
latan ............... 6065 | 1 1134
Thomas Hill ... 2168 | MB3 1303
R D Morrow ... 6061 | 2 259
R D Morrow 6061 | 1 263
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Watson Electric Generating PIant ..........cccocuiiiiiiiiiiiie e 2049 | 4 325
Red Hills Generation FaCIlity ...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiieciee e 55076 | AA002 329
Red Hills Generation FaCIlity ..........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 55076 | AA0O1 355
Watson Electric Generating PlIant ..........cccocoiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 2049 | 5 677
Daniel Electric Generating Plant ..........c.ccooieiiiiiiiiiiiieceeee e 6073 | 2 712
Daniel Electric Generating Plant ...........ccoocieiiiiiiiiiiiieseee e 6073 | 1 738
Colstrip Energy Limited Partnership ..........ccoceiiiiiiiiiiiccc e 10784 | GEN 1 96
LEWIS & CIAK ..iiiiiieiieciie ittt ettt et raeeneas 6089 | B1 253
IS S O] {11 (= TP P PPN 2187 | 2 288
Colstrip 6076 | 1 620
Colstrip 6076 | 2 651
Colstrip 6076 | 3 1342
Colstrip 6076 | 4 1475
ElizabethtoWn POWET ..........ooiiiiiiiiiie et 10380 | UNIT2 11
ElizabethtoWn POWET ..........ooiiiiiiiiiie et 10380 | UNIT1 11
LUMDEMON POWET ..ottt st 10382 | UNIT1 13
LUMDEMON POWET ...ttt s 10382 | UNIT2 21
BUCK ettt ettt e e e e naa e teenneas 2720 | 6 23
BUCK vttt ettt e e et e e e e ear e raennras 2720 | 5 24
(011177 To [OOSR RUS TSP PSPPSR 2721 |1 25
BUCK ettt 2720 | 7 25
(0111157 To [ SO RURTOTRPRPTOPRN 2721 | 2 26
(0111157 To [PPSO USTOPRTRTOPRN 2721 | 4 36
(0111157 To [ SO RURTOTRPRTOPRN 2721 | 3 41
Dwayne Collier Battle Cogeneration Facility ..........ccccceeviiiiinieiiiiiieeniee e 10384 | 1B 43
Dwayne Collier Battle Cogeneration Facility ..........cccccevviiiiiniiiiiiieeniee e 10384 | 2A 44
DAN RIVET .ttt ettt e e et e e e et e e e sanee e e naeneas 2723 | 1 44
Dwayne Collier Battle Cogeneration Facility ..........ccccceevivreiiiineviiie e 10384 | 2B 44
W H WEALNEISPOON .....oiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt et e e es 2716 | 2 46
W H WEAhEISPOON .....iiiiiiie ettt et e e se e et staea e et e e e sntae e e snsaeeennnee s 2716 | 1 46
DAN RIVET .ttt ettt e e et e e e et e e e sanee e e naeneas 2723 | 2 46
Dwayne Collier Battle Cogeneration Facility ..........ccccceevivreeiiineviiieeriee e 10384 | 1A 47
TODACCOVIIE ..ttt e e e e e 50221 | GEN 1 50
TODACCOVIIIE ..o 50221 | GEN 2 50
Westmoreland-Lg&E Partners Roanoke Valley | ........cccceveiiiiiiiiiiieniieeee, 54755 | 2 70
W H WEAhEISPOON .....iiiiiiie ettt et e e se e et staea e et e e e sntae e e snsaeeennnee s 2716 | 3 73
RIVEIDENA ... 2732 | 8 75
[T PP PTRRPPT 2709 | 2 78
(=TSSP PR 2709 | 1 79
RIVEIDENA ... 2732 | 7 79
LV SUHEON <ottt ettt she etk e et e et e et e aat e nreenneas 2713 | 1 80
L V Sutton ... 2713 | 2 84
DAN RIVET .ttt ettt e et e e e ebb e e e snnne e e aaeeaas 2723 | 3 112
BUCK et 2720 | 8 132
Riverbend ... 2732 | 10 132
Riverbend ... 2732 19 134
Cape Fear ... 2708 | 5 142
Buck ........c...... 2720 | 9 152
G DG Allen ... 2718 | 2 154
G G AIIBN e 2718 | 1 156
CAPE FRAN ...t e e 2708 | 6 172
Westmoreland-Lg&E Partners Roanoke Valley | ........ccccccvevviiveviiee e 54035 | 1 201
ASNEVIIIE ...t 2706 | 2 238
(=T P TP P PR UP U PRPPOP 2709 | 3 249
ASNEVIIIE ...t 2706 | 1 255
G G AIIBN e 2718 | 5 259
G G AIIBN ettt b e sh e et e nb e e beesrea e 2718 | 3 271
G G AIIBN e 2718 | 4 278
LV SUHEON <ottt ettt st ekt e et e et e et e nnn e nteenneas 2713 | 3 372
ROXDOTO .. 2712 | 4B 376
ROXDOIO ittt et neee s 2712 | 4A 405
ROXDOTO .. 2712 | 3A 424
ROXDOIO ittt ettt e et nee s 2712 | 3B 426
ROXDOTO .. 2712 | 1 427
MAISRAIL ..ot aaeee s 2727 | 1 448
MAFSNAIL ... 2727 | 2 464
Y oY P SO P PRSPPI 6250 | 1B 479
= Y o PP PERPRRP 6250 | 1A 501
Cliffside .... 2721 |5 616
Marshall ... 2727 | 3 752
Marshall ... 2727 | 4 753
Roxboro 2712 1 2 793
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BEIEWS CrEEK ..oeiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e st e e e e e e e nnnrees 8042 | 2 1408
BEIEWS CrEEK ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e st e e e e e e e nanrees 8042 | 1 1430
SEANTON Lottt e s a e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 2824 | 10 267
R M HESKELE <.ttt ettt e srr e e e sarae e e ateeaan 2790 | B2 327
1] 7= 11 (o ] o T USSP PP PP PUPPPPPPRRPPNt 2824 | 1 538
(0= F= 9 o I @ Lo =P UROTRRRPT 2817 | 1 1003
L1 o) T = o1 T oo RSO RRRR 2823 | B1 1167
(0701 (TSSO RRUPTR TS PPTORPRN 8222 | B1 1974
(=1 F= 14 o @ o USSP 2817 | 2 1985
Antelope Valley . 6469 | B2 2192
Antelope Valley . 6469 | B1 2210
MIltON R YOUNQ .ttt 2823 | B2 2317
(10T | O == USRS 6030 | 2 2755
(10T | IO =T USRS 6030 | 1 2926
Lon D Wright POWEr PIANt .........ooiiiiiiiiiie et 2240 | 8 99
NOIh OMaNA ... e e s 2291 | 1 120
Gerald Whelan Energy CeNter .........cccoviiiiieiiiiiiiiit et 60 |1 147
NOMh OMANA ... e s eaaaaees 2291 | 3 158
NOMh OMANA ... e e e e e s eaaaaees 2291 | 2 168
[ =Y 1 SR 59 |1 172
1Y 3T (o [0 o PSSO 2277 | 1 200
1Y 311 (o [0 o SO SSPR 2277 | 2 203
[N 0T AT ® 4T o - SRS 2291 | 4 212
NOMh OMANA ...occeie e e e e e e e s nrneaees 2291 | 5 283
NEDBFASKA CitY ..oocuveiiiiiie e e 6096 | 1 1093
Gerald Gentleman Station .........c.eeveeiiiiiiiiiice e 6077 | 2 1210
Gerald Gentleman Station ..........c.eeviieiiiiiiiiir e 6077 | 1 1216
SCRNIIET et e e e e e et e e et e et e e e nnaaeeaneaeennren 2367 | 6 65
SCRIIEL e e e e e et e e e e te e e e e aba e e e eare e e e teaeeantes 2367 | 5 71
SCRNIIET et e e e e e et e e et e et e e e nnaaeeaneaeennren 2367 | 4 74
MEITIMACK ...tiiiiie et e e e e e st e e e e e e e saaba e e e e e e s snnsaenees 2364 | 1 182
(1= 12 - T SRS 2364 | 2 418
CArNEYS POINE ...iiiiiiiie ettt e e sbe e e e ne e e ennes 10566 | 1002 89
(DTS 1T L= PP PERPRI 2384 | 8 94
CArNEYS POINE ...iiiiiiiie ettt e e sbe e e e ne e e ennes 10566 | 1001 105
[ 3 I Vo | - U o SRS SSP 2378 | 1 136
Logan Generating PIant ..........c.cooiiiiiiiiiie e 10043 | 1001 162
[ 3 I Vo | - U o SRS SSP 2378 | 2 167
Mercer Generating StatioN .........cooceiieiiiiiiiie e 2408 | 2 277
Mercer Generating StatioN .........cooiuveeiiire i 2408 | 1 291
[ [0 2o ] o [PPSR PERPRRPO 2403 | 2 600
Four Corners .... 2442 | 1 362
Four Corners 2442 | 2 369
Four Corners 2442 | 3 457
Prewitt Escalante Generating Statio ...........cccoviiieiiiiii e 87 |1 492
7= g T 1 - L o PRSP UTPTN 2451 | 1 637
SN JUBN ettt s s s e e s s e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 2451 | 2 650
7= g T 1 - L o PRSP UTPTN 2451 | 3 990
SN JUBN ettt s s s e e s s e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaeaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 2451 | 4 1014
Four Corners 2442 | 4 1346
Four Corners 2442 | 5 1375
Reid Gardner .... 2324 | 3 185
Reid Gardner .... 2324 | 1 186
Reid Gardner .... 2324 | 2 192
North Valmy 8224 | 1 324
Reid Gardner . 2324 | 4 395
North Valmy 8224 | 2 407
[ o T 1Y RSO SSP 2341 | 1 910
Mohave .......... 2341 | 2 971
AES Hickling .. 2529 | 2 9
AES Hickling 2529 | 1 10
AES Jennison ... 2531 | 2 10
AES Jennison ... 2531 |1 10
S A Carlson ... 2682 | 11 11
S A Carlson ... 2682 | 10 12
S A Carlson ... 2682 | 9 14
AES Jennison 2531 | 3 17
AES Jennison 2531 | 4 17
S A Carlson ....cccceeeviiiiiiieeeeeen, 2682 | 12 21
Black River Power Generation .. 10464 | E0001 30
Black River Power Generation .. 10464 | E0002 30
Black River Power Generation 10464 | EO003 30
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AES HICKING .ottt bttt et 2529 | 4 32
AES HICKING ettt ettt ettt 2529 | 3 32
AES GrEENIAGE ....eeiiiiiieeiiiee ettt ettt ettt ettt e et e e e st e e e sabe e e e naneeas 2527 | 5 35
YA SR €] (=TT o 1o [0 = PP UR TR TTPPRR 2527 | 4 35
AES WEeSLOVEr (GOUARY) ...cuviiiiiiirieiiieeiie sttt 2526 | 12 35
AES WeSLOVETr (GOUAERY) ...ciuviiiiiiiieiiieiiie ittt 2526 | 11 36
Rochester 7—RUSSEIl Station .........ccceeiiiiiieiiiei e 2642 | 1 55
WPS Empire State, Inc Niagara Falls ...........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiniecec e 50202 | 1 58
Rochester 3—Beebee STation ........cccevieiiiiiiiiiieee e 2640 | 12 67
Rochester 7—Russell Station ... 2642 | 2 72
Rochester 7—Russell Station ... 2642 | 3 72
HUNEIEY POWET ...ttt e e 2549 | 63 78
HUNEIEY POWET ...ttt e e e 2549 | 64 90
HUNEIEY POWET ...ttt 2549 | 65 97
Rochester 7—RUSSEIl STAtiON ........c.cooiiiiiiiiiie e 2642 | 4 99
HUNEIEY POWET ...ttt ettt e e s 2549 | 66 106
AES WEeSLOVEr (GOUARY) ...ccuviiiiiiiieiiieeiee sttt 2526 | 13 120
DIUNKITK .ttt ettt et et sb et e e bt e e sbeesteeesbeesneeenbaenneas 2554 | 1 132
DUNKITK .ttt ettt et et sb e st e e b e e beestaeesbeesaneentaenneas 2554 | 2 142
AES GrEENIAGE ... iutiiiiieitie ittt ettt 2527 | 6 155
Dynegy DanSKaMIMET .........cooiiiiieiiieeeciee st se e se et e et ee e ssaee e snnaeeenneeees 2480 | 3 157
DUNKITK .ottt 2554 | 3 211
[0 Y= | PP P PR PPRPPPPTI 2629 | 4 212
[0 Y= £ PP P PP PTRPPPPT 2629 | 5 219
AES Cayuga (MIllIKEN) ...t 2535 | 2 229
AES Cayuga (MIllIKEN) ...t 2535 |1 231
DUNKITK .ottt ettt be et e bt eesbe e be e e nbe e sneeenteenneas 2554 | 4 233
HUNEIEY POWET ...ttt et e e et e e st e e e snnaeeennneees 2549 | 67 246
HUNEIEY POWET ...ttt ettt e e s 2549 | 68 259
Dynegy DanSKaAMIMET .........cociiiiieiiiee e et e st se e et e e ntaea e staee e snnaeeesneeees 2480 | 4 327
AES Somerset (KiNtIgh) .....ooooiiii e 6082 | 1 943
R E BUIGET et ettt ettt ettt e e e e e sttt e e e e s e snntn e e e e e e s nnnnnneees 2864 | 6 11
R E BUIGET .ottt e e e e e e e e e e e s e 2864 | 5 11
ASNEADUIA ... 2835 | 8 13
O H HULCNINGS ettt ettt e e e ae e e e ennes 2848 | H-1 16
ASNEADUIA ... 2835 | 10 16
O H HULCNINGS ettt ettt e e e ae e e e ennes 2848 | H-2 16
ASNEADUIA ... 2835 | 11 23
[T 1o o T e A TSP PR UP PR OTPPRUPI 2832 | 5-2 36
IVHAMI FOTT .ttt 2832 | 5-1 36
O H Hutchings 2848 | H-5 38
O H Hutchings .. 2848 | H—4 38
O H Hutchings 2848 | H-3 38
O H Hutchings 2848 | H-6 40
Hamilton Municipal PoOwer Plant ... 2917 | 9 58
RIChArd GOFSUCKH .......iiiiiiiiiiiie s 7286 | 1 85
RIChAId GOISUCKH ... 7286 | 2 86
AVON Lake POWET PIANT .......ooiiiiiiiiieiiieee e 2836 | 10 89
RIChAId GOISUCKH ... e 7286 | 4 90
RIChArd GOFSUCKH .......oiiiiiiiiiie s 7286 | 3 91
PICWAY ...ttt naeneas 2843 | 9 93
CONESVIIIE . 2840 | 1 124
CONESVIIIE .ttt et ettt et e et e e ene e e e e ne e e e ennes 2840 | 2 124
LS ettt 2861 | 2 125
BASHAKE ..ot as 2837 | 1 127
Walter C BECKJOIA ......vviiiiiieeiiiie ettt s et saae e etre e snnaee e nnneeas 2830 | 2 129
Walter C BECKJOI .......eiiiiiiieiiiie ettt ettt 2830 | 1 130
EASHAKE ... s 2837 | 2 131
BASHAKE ..ot as 2837 | 3 136
CONESVIIIE . 2840 | 3 136
LAKE SNOIE ...ttt et e et 2838 | 18 137
LS ettt 2861 | 1 137
R E BUIGET .ottt et e e e e e e e e e e s e 2864 | 8 172
BaAY SHOME .. s 2878 | 3 177
MUSKINGUM RIVET ..ottt et e e 2872 | 2 177
BaAY SHOME .. s 2878 | 1 181
BaY SHOIE ..o 2878 | 2 183
Walter C Beckjord 2830 | 3 184
R E Burger ........... 2864 | 7 198
Muskingum River . 2872 | 1 201
Muskingum River . 2872 | 3 206
MUSKINGUM RIVET ...iiiiiiieiiie ettt e et a e et a e st e e e snnaeeenneeees 2872 | 4 207
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Walter C BECKJOIA .......oeiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 2830 | 4 223
EASHAKE ..o 2837 | 4 225
W H Sammis ... 2866 | 2 241
W H Sammis ... 2866 | 1 244
W H Sammis ... 2866 | 3 247
Ashtabula ....... 2835 | 7 248
Miami Fort ...... 2832 | 6 250
W H Sammis 2866 | 4 251
Kyger Creek 2876 | 5 269
Kyger Creek ... 2876 | 2 271
Kyger Creek ... 2876 | 4 273
KYGEE CIEEK ..ttt ettt e e e e e e s nnnee s 2876 | 3 273
KYGEE CIEEK ..ttt ettt e e st e e nann e e e nneeeas 2876 | 1 281
BaY SHOIE ..o 2878 | 4 283
Walter C BECKJOI ......eeiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt 2830 | 5 288
W H SAMIMIS oottt sb ettt e e be e bt e et e e sabeeteeaneas 2866 | 5 374
CONESVIIIE ettt ettt e et e et e e e snee e e e neeeeannes 2840 | 5 432
CONESVIIIE ittt ettt ettt et e et e e e sae e e e ae e e e ennes 2840 | 6 435
Walter C BECKJOIT .......oiiiiiiiiiiie ittt 2830 | 6 532
(O 1o 10 - SRRSO 2828 | 1 562
EASHAKE ... 2837 | 5 591
CANINAI .. e e 2828 | 2 630
J M USTUBIT ittt 2850 | 3 646
(= Tg (T o o S PP P PP TPPPPT 2832 | 8 646
AvON Lake POWET PIant ........cccuiiiiiiiiiiee et 2836 | 12 680
(= 1o o e AP P U UP PR OTPPRPTI 2832 | 7 680
MUSKINGUM RIVET ..ottt ettt e e 2872 | 5 689
Cardinal ............ 2828 | 3 695
J M Stuart ... 2850 | 4 707
J M Stuart ... 2850 | 1 711
J M Stuart ...... 2850 | 2 722
W H Sammis . 2866 | 7 726
CONESVIIIE ittt et ettt et e et e e eae e e e e ne e e e ennes 2840 | 4 727
W H SAMMIS ..ttt ettt 2866 | 6 766
KIHIEN SEALION ...eiiiiiiiete ettt e et e et e e e naeeeas 6031 | 2 919
GEN J M GAVIN ittt ettt 8102 | 1 1573
W H ZIMIMET .ottt b ettt e et e b e e saeeenteeaneas 6019 | 1 1667
GEN J M GAVIN ittt ettt 8102 | 2 1700
AeS Shady POINt, INC ...oooiiiiiiiiiie et 10671 | GEN2 254
AeS Shady POINt, INC ..ocoveeeiiiie e e e snaeee e 10671 | GEN1 260
[ [0 To o PSSP RPN 6772 | 1 732
Muskogee 2952 | 4 796
Grand River Dam AULNOTILY .........oooiiiiiiiiiie e 165 | 1 834
Lo o] o= PR PP PP PURP PPN 6095 | 2 843
MUSKOGEE ...ttt ettt ettt be e e et e e e et e e e nnnne e e nneneas 2952 | 6 861
NOMREASIEIM ...t 2963 | 3314 878
MUSKOGEE ...ttt ettt ettt be e e et e e e et e e e nnnne e e nneneas 2952 | 5 883
Grand River Dam AUTNOTILY ......cc.vvoviiie e eiiie e eseeeeeeee e seee e e neae e e 165 | 2 902
NOFNEASTEIN ...ttt e et e et e e s saeeeas 2963 | 3313 924
S To o] o= PR P TP PPRPPPPTRON 6095 | 1 952
BOBIAMAN ...ttt e et e e nane e s aneee s 6106 | 1SG 948
SEWATT ..ottt 3130 | 12 24
Willamette INAUSEIES ....coiuiiieiiiieeiiiie ettt e 54638 | 040 28
Willamette INAUSEIIES .....co.eiiiiiiiiiieeie e 54638 | 041 28
SEWANT .. eeteie ettt ettt ettt e et e et e et et e e he e e e e be e e e e bt e e e enbe e e e aneeeeanreeeannen 3130 | 14 30
AES Beaver Valley PartnNers .......ccccccciveiiiiiiiiieeeseeessee s e siea e snvee e snnee e 10676 | 035 41
Piney Creek POWET PIANt .........c.cooiiiiiiiiiii et 54144 | 031 55
JOhNSONDBUIG Mill oo e e e e e nnaeeeeas 54638 | 54638 56
SUNDUNY ettt et ettt e ettt e e be e e e e be e e e esbe e e e eabeeaeanneeeannneaaannen 3152 | 2A 59
SUNDUNY ittt ettt e e e st e e e st e e e s tae e e e steeeessteeeesstaeeesneeeeaneeeennnen 3152 | 1B 61
SUNDUNY ettt et ettt e ettt e e be e e e e be e e e esbe e e e eabeeaeanneeeannneaaannen 3152 | 2B 62
WESTWOOD ...ttt ettt ettt e 50611 | 031 62
HUNIOCK POWET STAtION ......viiiiiiiiiiiei et 3176 | 6 67
SUNDUNY ittt et s e e st e e e st e e e s tae e e e teeeeesteeeesnteeeenneeeeanneaeennnen 3152 | 1A 68
Panther Creek Energy FacCility ........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiecie e 50776 | 1 72
Panther Creek Energy FacCility .......cccccocviiiiiriiiiie e esee e se e 50776 | 2 72
AES Beaver Valley Partners ...t e s 10676 | 033 72
AES Beaver Valley Partners .......ccccccciveiiiee i see e ste e sien e nvee s snnee e 10676 | 034 74
Gilberton POWEr COMPANY ....ccoitiiieiiiieeiiiee et e e sieeeeeiee e e sbe e e sbe e e s sneeeeaneeeeennes 10113 | 031 75
Gilberton POWEr COMPANY ....ccoivieeiiiieeiiieeeseeeeesieeeeestreeesseeeesseeesssseeesssneeesnes 10113 | 032 75
Scrubgrass Generating Plant ..ot 50974 | 1 76
Scrubgrass Generating Plant ..........cccceiiie e 50974 | 2 76
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(0= 1591 o ( T= WO o =T o K TP PP PP PR UPPPPTOPPRRTON 10641 | 1 76
(0= 1091 o T= WO Lo =] o KPP PPPTTUPPPTTOPPRRON 10641 | 2 76
THEUS ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et ettt e b e e bt e s he e et eeabe e ke e R be e bt e e nt e e bt e anbeenaeeaneeean 3115 | 2 81
THEUS ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e e b e e bt e bt e e hbe e be e st e e bt e enteetee e beenreeanbeeas 3115 | 3 84
THEUS ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt e b e e h b e et e e abe e be et e e eheeenteennteenbeenreeanneean 3115 |1 84
Foster Wheeler Mt. Carmel ........oooueiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 10343 | SG-101 84
AES Beaver Valley Partners .........ccceeoiiiiieiieniieiec et 10676 | 032 86
Wheelabrator—FrackVille ............oocvioiiiriiie e 50879 | GEN1 91
Northeastern POwer COMPANY ......ccceviuiieiiiieeiiiieeesieeeesieeessieeeessneessnneessseeees 50039 | 031 96
Ebensburg Power Company 10603 | 031 98
New Castle ........ccocevveiinnens 3138 | 3 108
=210 1= TP P R PPPPPPT 3098 | 3 110
EIFBIMA ...ttt as 3098 | 1 113
NEW CASEIE ...t st e e e aneee s 3138 | 4 116
EIFBIMEA <.ttt et b et e e naeeeas 3098 | 2 122
MAIINS CrEEK ..ttt ettt et e et e e sann e e s naeeeas 3148 | 1 139
MAIINS CrEEK ..ttt ettt e et e e st e e sanee e e eneeeas 3148 | 2 141
SUNDUNY ettt e ettt e s be e e e be e e e ssbe e e e esbeeeesneeeeanbeeeennnen 3152 | 3 141
SUNDUIY oottt ettt e et e b e et e e st e et e e sbeesateessbeenbeesseaanns 3152 | 4 143
COIVEr POWET PrOJECT ..ottt 10143 | AABO1 146
POMIANG .. 3113 | 1 150
SHAWVIIIE ... 3131 |1 151
NEW CASHE ... 3138 | 5 152
Northampton Generating Plant ...........occeiiiiiiiiiee e 50888 | NGCO1 154
SHAWVIIIE ...t 3131 | 2 160
SEWANT ..ttt ettt ettt ettt e e be e e e e b et e e e be e e nbe e e e ane e e e abneeeanres 3130 | 15 172
St. Nicholas Cogeneration ProjeCt ..........cccooiuiiiiiiiieiiiie e 54634 | 1 173
Cromby ..ccvveeeiee e 3159 | 1 194
Shawville ..... 3131 | 3 203
Armstrong ... 3178 | 2 209
Portland ...... 3113 | 2 211
Shawville ..... 3131 | 4 212
J X015 1] oo OO PP PP PUPPPRPPPROPPINE 3178 | 1 213
EIFBIMA .o 3098 | 4 295
MIECRIEIL <.ttt ettt ettt eneas 3181 | 33 311
Brunner ISIaNd ..........ooiiiiiii s 3140 | 1 313
EAAYSIONE ...t 3161 | 1 322
[0 [0 Y] (o] 1 USSR 3161 | 2 346
BrunNer ISIANG ........oooiiiiiiie e 3140 | 2 389
Hatfields Ferry 3179 | 2 592
Hatfields Ferry 3179 | 1 628
Hatfields Ferry .. 3179 | 3 660
CRESWICK ..ottt e e 8226 | 1 665
[ (01421 S 1SS 3122 | 2 795
BrunNer ISIANG ........oooiiiiiiie e 3140 | 3 804
[ (01421 S 1SS 3122 | 3 821
1Y (0] 01 (o ¥ | TP PP PRSP PPPPPRPPPPOP 3149 | 2 825
IMIONEOU .ttt et e et e et e e s e e e nane e e e nnnee s 3149 | 1 856
HOMEE CILY .ttt et e et e e e st e e e sanne e e aneeeas 3122 | 1 859
Bruce ManSFIelt ........cooiiiiiiiiii s 6094 | 2 922
Bruce ManSfield ........c.ooiiiiiii s 6094 | 1 928
Bruce ManSFIelt ........cooiiiiiiiiii s 6094 | 3 950
KBYSTOMNE ...ttt e e e e e e e 3136 | 1 1147
(G2 V2] (0] T PRSP PRRPRRR 3136 | 2 1168
(010] 1T 14 F= T To | o IR TP PP UP PP UPPPPTOPPRRON 3118 | 2 1194
(0] 1T 0 4 F- 10 T o OSSOSO 3118 | 1 1202
WV S LB ittt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt b e ae e bt e nbe e bt e et e e aaeeenteeneas 3264 | 1 60
W S LB ittt bbbt 3264 | 2 68
(610 U] T T PO P RO U PP UOTPPTOPT 3295 | URQ1 76
Lo 18- T SO 3295 | URQ2 80
DOIPhUS M GraNGET .....ciiiiiiiiiiieeeee ettt e et e e naeeeas 3317 | 2 84
DOIPUS M GraNGET ...vveiiiiieeiiiie et et s sa e e e st e et e e e snnaeeesneeeas 3317 | 1 91
(610 U] T T PO P RO U PP UOTPPTOPT 3295 | URQ3 116
W S LB ittt et 3264 | 3 117
CANAAYS STEAIM ....eiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e et e e abe e e s aae e e e aneeeeannes 3280 | CAN1 123
(O 1y - To | LS IRS] (T- Ly o SRRSO 3280 | CAN2 129
MEMEEKIN ..ottt ettt ettt e st e e nbe e eaneebeenneas 3287 | MCM1 161
(O 1y - To | LS IRS] (T- Ly o SRRSO 3280 | CAN3 163
MEMEEKIN ..ottt ettt ettt e st e e nbe e eaneebeenneas 3287 | MCM2 165
H B RODINSON ..ttt 3251 |1 184
JEIfOIIES e 3319 | 3 186
JEfEIIES e 3319 | 4 195
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WWINYARN et b e ettt et nae et neas 6249 | 1 361
WWINYAN <ottt b ettt et nae et neas 6249 | 2 371
LTV 12) V7 Lo I RO P PP PR UR 6249 | 4 373
T LT (T 3297 | WAT1 387
WALETEE ...ttt e e et e e e s e e e e e e 3297 | WAT2 389
{01z Ly PSR UR USRS 6249 | 3 403
(010] oIS - 1110 ) [PPSR 7210 | COP1 575
CrOSS teuttuuituntteett e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaeaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 130 | 1 729
L1 01 PR UUPTN 130 | 2 810
Williams 3298 | WIL1 841
Big Stone 6098 | 1 899
Johnsonville 3406 | 5 149
Johnsonville 3406 | 6 151
Johnsonville ... 3406 | 3 161
Johnsonville ... 3406 | 10 162
Johnsonville ... 3406 | 4 163
Johnsonville ... 3406 | 1 164
Johnsonville ... 3406 | 7 166
Johnsonville 3406 | 2 168
KINGSTOM ettt 3407 | 1 179
JONNSONVIIIE ..o e e snaee e e 3406 | 8 181
N 1o T =T 1Y = SRS 3406 | 9 185
KINGSTOMN ettt ettt esae et neees 3407 | 3 189
KINGSTOMN ittt e st e e e s e e sanr e s aneee s 3407 | 2 190
KINGSTOMN ittt e et e e e st e e e snnn e e e naeeeas 3407 | 4 191
JONN SEVIEK ..t e e e e e e e e e e e s araaae s 3405 | 1 239
KINGSTOMN ittt ettt e e et e e e e bt e e e sanne e e nneeeas 3407 | 7 240
JONN SEBVIET ettt et e e s e e e e e e e n e e enaeeeans 3405 | 2 242
KINGSTOMN ittt ettt e e et e e e e bt e e e sanne e e nneeeas 3407 | 9 245
[T 1] (o o SRS SSP 3407 | 6 251
KINGSTOMN ittt ettt e e et e e e e bt e e e sanne e e nneeeas 3407 | 8 253
[T 1] (o o SRS SSP 3407 | 5 259
JONN SEBVIEK ..t e e e e e e e e st araa e 3405 | 4 263
1o T RS TV SRR 3405 | 3 267
7Y =Y o USROS 3393 | 1 299
2 1T o SRR 3393 | 3 327
7Y =Y o USROS 3393 | 2 332
LT 1] o SRRSO 3403 | 2 368
GAllALIN L.t e e et e e e et e e e e be e e e aareeearaaeeanres 3403 | 1 371
Gallatin 3403 | 3 408
Gallatin 3403 | 4 422
Bull Run 3396 | 1 1034
(1041 0T=T4 =T PRSPPI 3399 | 1 1825
(01391 o714 =T To [ SRS 3399 | 2 2042
TINP ONE .ottt ettt e e et e e e et e e e abe e e s ab e e e s aaaeeeaabeeeeanbeeeenteeeans 7030 | U1 675
[ Fo T aTe 1 (o] AT 7 U1 o) o SRS 6193 | 061B 711
HArTNGtON STAtION .....c.veiiiiiiie et e e 6193 | 062B 716
[ Fo T aTe 1 (o] AT 7 U1 o) o SRS 6193 | 063B 735
TINP ONE .ottt ettt e e et e e e et e e e abe e e s ab e e e s aaaeeeaabeeeeanbeeeenteeeans 7030 | U2 738
(] o] oL ] g S @1 1= SRRSO 6136 | 1 745
J T DBEIY ettt ettt e b e naeeaneee s 6181 | 1 767
J T DEIY ittt e e e anrae e 6181 | 2 778
SAIM SEYMOU ..ottt e et e e e s e et e e e s r e e e e e e s snnraneeeeesaann 6179 | 3 823
(070] 1= (o T 01 (-1 PSR SOUSRSSTRN 6178 | 1 903
WEISh POWET PIANT ....oiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et e et e e e e s eeaaanees 6139 | 3 955
LI LG 7 1T o USRS 6194 | 171B 966
SAIM SEYMOU ..ottt e et e e s e e e e e e s r e e e e e e s nnnrnneeeeesaanns 6179 | 1 970
LI LG 7 1T o USRS 6194 | 172B 984
WEISh POWET PIANT ....oiiiiiiiiiiiiiee et e e et e e e e s eeaaanees 6139 | 1 987
WeISh POWET PIANT .....viiiiiiiicciice ettt e et e e snnae e e es 6139 | 2 990
J K U SPIUCE .ttt e sttt et e et e et e e bt e e bt e bt e e beenneeaneeean 7097 | **1 1006
SAIM SEYMOU ..eeiiieeeiiiiiiiiet e e sttt e e e e e sttt e e e s s st reeeeeessasbeeeeeeesessnntaneeeeesannnns 6179 | 2 1014
W A PaliSN oot et e e et e e e earae s 3470 | WAPS8 1050
W A PaliSN ottt et e e e et e e nnnae s 3470 | WAP7 1086
W A PaliSN oot et e e et e e e earae s 3470 | WAP6 1276
W A PaliSN ottt et e e e et e e nnnae s 3470 | WAP5 1301
OKIlaunion POWET SEAtiON ........cccviiiieieiiiiiieie et sa e e e e e e e 127 | 1 1353
SAN MIGUEL ettt e e et e et e et e e e e e e e anaeennnen 6183 | SM-1 2040
Monticello ....... 6147 | 1 2434
Big Brown ... 3497 | 2 2435
Monticello .... 6147 | 2 2545
[T I =011 o SRS SSP 3497 | 1 2596
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/L] 11T =1 o PRSP PEEPRRR 6147 | 3 2599
H W Pirkey POWETr PIANT .......coc.uiiiiiiiiiiiie et 7902 | 1 2694
Sandow ........ccccvveeeeeeeiinnns 6648 | 4 2871
Limestone ...... 298 | LIM2 3260
Martin Lake .... 6146 | 1 3337
Martin Lake .... 6146 | 2 3433
Martin Lake .... 6146 | 3 3490
[T g 1=y (o] 1= ST SSP 298 | LIM1 3525
Sunnyside Cogeneration ASSOCIAES ......cc.ccevuireeiiuereriiererieeeesieeeesereesseeeeennnes 50951 | GEN1 90
Carbon 3644 | 1 119
Carbon 3644 | 2 175
HUNEEE (EMEIY) .ottt e e e s nneee s 6165 | 3 634
HUNEINGEON .ttt e e st e e st e e e naneees 8069 | 1 642
Hunter (Emery) . 6165 | 1 646
Huntington ........ 8069 | 2 657
Hunter (Emery) . 6165 | 2 678
Bonanza ............ 7790 | 1-1 746
Intermountain ... 6481 | 1SGA 1339
[La1=T 00010 U] 1o PSSP 6481 | 2SGA 1429
Hopewell Power Station 10771 | 1 9
Hopewell Power Station ... 10771 | 2 9
Altavista Power Station .... 10773 | 1 28
Altavista Power Station .... 10773 | 2 28
Cogentrix of Richmond 54081 | BLR04B 31
Cogentrix of Richmond 54081 | BLRO3B 31
Southampton POWEr STAtiON .........coociiiiiiiieiiie e 10774 | 1 32
CogentriX Of RICNMONG ......c..oiiiiiiiiiiie e 54081 | BLRO4A 32
Southampton POWET STAtiON ........ccoviieeiiiieesiiie e csiee e see e e e e 10774 | 2 32
CogentriX Of RICNMONG ......c..oiiiiiiiiiiie e 54081 | BLRO3A 33
Cogentrix Of RICNMONG .........oviiiiiie e e e nea e 54081 | BLRO1B 44
CogentriX Of RICNMONG ......c..oiiiiiiiiiiie e 54081 | BLRO1A 44
Cogentrix Of RICNMONG .........oviiiiiie e e e nea e 54081 | BLR0O2A 45
CogentriX Of RICNMONG ......c..oiiiiiiiiiiie e 54081 | BLR02B 45
Mecklenburg Cogeneration FaCility ........cccccccveviiieeiiiie i esee e 52007 | 1 55
(€117 IR Y o PP OP PR UPPPTTOPPRRON 3776 | 51 57
(1173 I8 o PSSR 3776 | 52 63
Mecklenburg Cogeneration FaCility ..........occoeeiiiiiiniiieiniiee e 52007 | 2 69
POtOMAC RIVET ...ttt e et e e et a e st e e e snaae e e nnneees 3788 | 1 79
POtOMAC RIVET ...t e e e tre e e e e s etanaees 3788 | 2 81
11170 0 o PP PRRPRSR 3796 | 3 99
Potomac River 3788 | 5 121
Potomac River 3788 | 4 130
Possum Point POWET Station ..........cccccuviiiieeeiiiiiiiiis e e e s e e 3804 | 3 131
POtOMAC RIVET ...ttt ettt e et e e e nnnae e e nneeees 3788 | 3 133
(03T (T 1= Lo PRSP 3797 | 3 133
ChESAPEAKE .....uviiieiiie ettt e e e e nnres 3803 | 1 170
CheSaPEAKE ......oooiiiii e 3803 | 2 175
Birchwood POWET FACIIITY ....ccccvveeiiiieciiiee e 54304 | 01 182
12T 0T T 3796 | 4 203
R (0120 11 o USRS 3809 | 1 203
(TS (T 1= (o PRSP 3797 | 4 211
Chesapeake ... 3803 | 3 214
Yorktown ........ 3809 | 2 219
Clinch River ... 3775 | 2 280
Glen Lyn ........ 3776 | 6 281
Clinch River .....c.cccoceveviiieenns 3775 | 1 281
Possum PoiNt POWET StatiOn .........cccccuiiiiieeeiiiiiiieie et e e e st e e e e 3804 | 4 282
ClINCN RIVET .ttt e e e e e et e e s enta e e e neaeeanneeeennnen 3775 | 3 307
CheSaPEAKE ......ooiiiie e 3803 | 4 310
(01 0 T=T) (=T =1 o SRS 3797 | 5 406
ClOVEr POWET SEALION ...uuviiiiieiiiiiiiiie ettt s et e e e e s e e e e e et e e e e e e eenes 7213 | 1 651
Clover POWET STALION ......ccoivireiiiieesiiie e siieeesteeeeseeeesteeeesaeeessnaeeessneeeesnneeennnes 7213 | 2 668
(TS (T 1= (o PRSP 3797 | 6 837
(01214 i -1 7= LSRR 3845 | BW21 1224
(O1=T 011 - - LU U USSR UPRRURN 3845 | BW22 1243
IS (o] =T 4= o PPN 4146 | B1 5
SEONEIMEAN Lottt e s s e e e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaaaaaeaaaaaaaaaaaaaaaes 4146 | B2 5
ATIMI@. et 4140 | B2 10
P [ T R TSP U PP PR 4140 | B1 11
ATIMI@. et 4140 | B3 12
MANIEOWOC ...uviiiieeeieiiiiie e ettt e et e e e e s et e e e e e e st e e e e e e e e e ssataeeeaeesannsannees 4125 | 7 20
(2] (o0 A == USSR 3992 | 7 20
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MANIEOWOC ...uvveiieeeieiiitie ettt e e et e e e e e et e e e e e e st eeaeeeeessnntaeaeaeessnnsnnnees 4125 | 6 20
MANIEOWOC ...eviiiieeeieiitiie ettt e et e e e e et e e e e e e st e e e e e e e s e santaeeeaeessensnnnees 4125 | 8 26
BaAY FIONT ..ot e e 3982 | 5 30
PUIAM <.ttt e e e et e e et e e e et e e e sbre e e sareeeeaaeeeas 4072 | 3 31
BIOUNE SEIEEL .ot e e e e e e e e e e e s e eaannees 3992 | 8 42
[ 1= o o SRRSO 4072 | 4 43
2] (o0 g A == RSO RRR 3992 | 9 50
7Y 4 F= R 4140 | B4 57
Port Washington 4040 | 1 69
Port Washington .. 4040 | 4 73
Port Washington .. 4040 | 2 76
2 4= SRR 4140 | B5 7
Valley (WEPCO) ...vieieiiiieeiiit ettt ettt ettt ettt et e e st e e s e e e sns e e e e nneee s 4042 | 1 77
Port Washington .. 4040 | 3 78
Valley (Wepco) . 4042 | 2 78
Rock River ........ 4057 | 1 79
Valley (Wepco) . 4042 | 3 87
Valley (Wepco) . 4042 | 4 88
ROCK RIVET ettt ettt e e e e e st e e e e e e e e baba e e e e e e s ennaneees 4057 | 2 88
[ 1= g o TR 4072 | 5 88
RTAT LSS (] I PP PEPPP 4078 | 1 104
Edgewater (4050) .....ccceiiiiiiieiie ettt 4050 | 3 115
PUIAM <. e et e et e e et e e e stt e e e snnaeeenaneeas 4072 | 6 135
LAY LSS (o] ISP PEPPR 4078 | 2 160
L= g o T USSR 4072 | 7 166
NEISON DEBWEY ...ttt sttt e e bb e e st e e e nann e e e nneeeas 4054 | 1 169
NEISON DEBWEY ...ttt ettt ettt et e e sbe e e e bt e e e ebb e e e sanneeeaneeeas 4054 | 2 172
PUIIAM <. s e et e e et e e et e e e nna e e e nnna e e e nneeen 4072 | 8 246
SOUth OaK CrEEK ... 4041 | 5 317
SOULh OaK CrEEK ...uviiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e e ennes 4041 | 6 332
(1] (0= TSP U PP PP PP PUPPPPPPPRPPNt 4143 | 1 411
Edgewater (4050) .....ccuveeiiireeeiieeeeeeeesiee e s e e et a e et e e e e nnaeeennaees 4050 | 4 449
SOUth OaK CrEEK ... 4041 | 8 461
SOULh OaK CrEEK ...uviiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e e ennes 4041 | 7 466
J P MAAGELL ..ottt ettt ettt neee s 4271 | B1 575
RTAT LSS (o] I PP PEPPP 4078 | 3 676
EdGeWALEr (A050) ....ccueeiiiiiiieiiiie ettt aneee s 4050 | 5 680
(00] 11241 o - WSSOSO 8023 | 1 963
(7o) (U491 o - USRS 8023 | 2 979
PlEASANT PIaiN© .....cci